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Strategic Bribe 





The Dollar and a Nuclear NATO 


The concerted pre-election decision by President Eisenhower and the two presidential aspirants Kennedy and 
Nixon to provide NATO (read German) forces with an independent nuclear striking arm, a decision that was with- 
held from the American electorate during the election campaign, is now within the focus of international attention. 
What is surprising in the initial international reactions is the determined opposition that decision is encountering from 
American-oriented governmental and non-governmental circles. This is surprising, in spite of the obviously growing 
detente sentiment among the Atlantic nations, because the chances of reversing the American resolution are small in- 


deed. 


_ Reviewing the forces which are aligning 
themselves against turning NATO into an 
independent nuclear power one could gain 
‘a deceptively encouraging picture. Not 
‘only did the parliamentarians of the NATO 
nations, who met in Paris in November, 
sidestep an American draft resolution in 
support of NATO's nuclear independence, 
but Great Britain has also rebelled against 
American leadership with regard to dis- 
armament negotiations with the Soviet 
Union by supporting the Canadian pro- 
posal for a U.N. appointed committee of 
non-nuclear countries to help get the dis- 
armament negotiations revived. The only 
‘exception in the growing opposition is 
provided, predictably enough, by West 
Germany. 

Yet, this encouraging opposition to a 
“most fateful display of bellicose policies is 
doomed to eventual defeat; the American 
Administration is determined to go ahead 
with its plan and, unfortunately, it pos- 
jsesses the means of imposing its policy 
jupon NATO. 

How determined the incoming Adminis- 
‘tration already is on that issue was mani- 
‘fested by Mr. Kennedy's dispatch of Vice- 
President-elect Johnson to Paris to promote 
the American plan in the parliamentary 
meeting of the NATO members. A further 
vindication was provided by Chancellor 
‘Adenaver’s apparent reversal in advocat- 
ing Kennedy-Khrushchev talks on disarma- 
yment. It should be taken as axiomatic 
that if Herr Adenauer entertained any 
apprehensions that Mr. Kennedy might 
become serious in such disarmament talks 
he would oppose them vehemently. Be- 
hind the scenes a war of nerves is going 
jon between Washington and Bonn. The 
American Administration is interested in 
‘giving Bonn the impression that unless its 
Financial expectations are fulfilled by the 
Jatter, it might seriously consider a thaw in 
(Continued on Page 16) 
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Change of Guard 





The Victory Feast 


Seeking political clues in President-elect Kennedy's selec- 
tion of his chief officers and advisors amounts to a hair 
splitting guessing game. For very few of the contenders are 
men of uncompromising principles who would decline a politi- 
cal career rather than adapt their personal convictions to 
make themselves acceptable to their prospective boss. Un- 
fortunately, not even Adlai Stevenson has provided an ex- 
ception. That he was not appointed as the next Secretary of 
State bespeaks Mr. Kennedy's unreadiness to entrust the State 


Department to anyone not com- 
pletely happy about American 
bellicosity in international affairs. 
To be sure, even if Mr. Stevenson 
had been appointed Secretary of 
State, his price would necessarily 
have been all the principles with 
which he has been identified for 
many years. Stevenson would 
have been accepted only after he 
had rid himself of Stevensonian- 
ism. His consenting to serve as 
the next American Ambassador to 
the United Nations indicates that 
it was not his fidelity to himself 
that stood in his way of becoming 
Secretary of State but Mr. Ken- 
nedy's search for a pledged ad- 
vocate of cold war continuation. 
The appointment of Dean Rusk, a 
foreign policy apprentice of Dean 
Acheson, as Secretary of State is 
Mr. Kennedy's insurance policy 
against any basic revision of cold 
war desirability. 

On the other hand, it is hardly 
disheartening that Mr. Stevenson 
will not be the next Secretary of 
State. One would be guilty of an 
undemocratic cult of personality 
were he to subscribe to Mr. Stev- 
enson, or anyone else, uncondi- 
tionally. That the 1952 and 1956 
presidential candidate accepted 
the U. N. assignment completes 
his experiment in acquiring the 
traditional unprincipled flexibility 
of the politician to whom nothing 
is too dear a price for a political 
career—an experiment Stevenson 
began with his active, uncondi- 
tional support in Mr. Kennedy's 
presidential campaign. 

It is disheartening to think that 
Mr. Stevenson's erudition and 
rhetoric will only be used to pro- 
vide automatic rationalizations for 
any moves decided upon in Wash- 
ington. Such a role much more 
became a man like the outgoing 
American Ambassador to the 
U. N., Mr. James Wadsworth, who 
obviously never felt qualms about 
publicly blaming other powers for 
diplomatic deadlocks, even 
though in private he protested to 
his Washington bosses against 
the disarmament obstructionism he 
was charged with executing in 


Page 2 ® January 1961 © THE MINORITY OF ONE 





Geneva. That Stevenson has de- 
teriorated to such a political role 
constitutes a disillusionment not 
only to many Americans but also 
to sincere people across the 
oceans. It would have been a 
much greater public service had 
Mr. Stevenson mastered the per- 
sonal integrity of forfeiting all po- 
litical ambitions and continuing 
his now betrayed role as a private 
but well known personality whose 
principles could not be loaded on 
careerist pushcarts. 


The price Mr. Stevenson con- 
sented to pay in return for a 
second row seat in the political 
arena was Stevenson himself. In 
1952 and 1956 even the Presi- 
dency -itself did not seem to him 
to merit as high a price as he 
finally consented to pay for the 
leftovers of the incoming bureau- 
cracy's victory feast. 
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To Set the Record Straight 


By Ernest B. Zeisler 


On November 6th, Dr. Edward Teller told several hundred 
physicians participating in a Chicago conference of the Amer. 
ican Medical Association that they ought to set the facts 
right about radiation. He contended that “atmosphere tests 
are not really dangerous” and alleged that fallout from nu- 
clear tests is not dangerous. Dr. Teller, apparently not content 
with talking about nuclear physics on which he is an authority, 
departed into a field in which he has no competence at all, 
namely human genetics. Dr. H. J. Muller, fully as great an 
authority on genetics as Dr. Teller is on nuclear physics, states 
that fallout is highly dangerous, and that there is no threshold 
dose or border line between safe and unsafe intensity of radia- 
tion. When, some months ago, Dr. Teller, after testifying be- 
fore a congressional committee that radioactive matter in the 
atmosphere has not reached a dangerous level, was asked what 
the dangerous level was, he had to admit that he did not know. 
While Dr. Teller may be entirely sincere in his statements, the 
irresponsibility with which he is making them poses a great 
danger to all humanity. 

* s co 

During the recent presidential campaign, Mr. Nixon and his 
followers denounced Senator Kennedy for publicly stating that 
American prestige has fallen in the world. They contended 
that such statements are causing rather than recording the 
decline in our prestige. Is American prestige now to be 
raised by Republican allegations that the election was fraudu- 
lent and that there must be a recounting of ballots? 

Mr. Kennedy, on the other hand, made much of our loss 
of prestige. Yet, one of his first acts after victory was the 
announcement that he would retain Allen Dulles, the man re- 
sponsible for so much of our loss of prestige. 

* * * 


The Manchester Guardian recently stated that our State 


Department denied Prime Minister Macmillan’s assurance to | 


the House of Commons that missiles would be fired from nu- 
clear submarines using the Clyde base only after “the fullest 
possible previous consultation.” The denial was quite super- 
fluous; it could always be said after the launching of missiles 
that fuller previous consultation had not been possible. 

a ob * 

A UPI dispatch from London revealed that the U.S. radar 
network was unable to detect RAF bombers on test flights over 
major U.S. cities in spite of the fact that its commanders were 
informed about the test flights in advance. The implication 
may well be that the billions of dollars spent on the radar 
“defense” ring were wasted as far as defense is concerned but 
not as far as their main purpose of fleecing the American tax- 
payer is concerned. The same goes for most of our military ex- 
penditures in the past ten years, which is just what Gen. 
Douglas MacArthur himself said to an annual meeting of stock- 
holders in New York several years ago. 

* * a 


In a newspaper column of November 15th, Dr. Walter Al- 


varez stated that “the U.S. Public Health Service has found — 


that of 310 children stricken with paralytic polio last summer, 
166 were unvaccinated.” If this is true, then the 144 remain- 
ing children had been vaccinated but obviously were not pro- 
tected. Yet, Dr. Alvarez continues by saying that “the Salk 
vaccine has been shown to be at least 90 per cent protective.” 
Dr. Alvarez ought to know that this is quite untrue. 

ae oe a 


On September 13, 1960 I suggested to Dr. John H. Talbott, 
editor of the Journal of the American Medical Association, 
that the medical profession might lose prestige with the public 
unless it was admitted that a mistake in judgment regarding 
the Salk vaccine had been made. He replied: “We would never 
print anything saying that we had made a mistake.” He also 
said that he had not had time to read my article on the “Great 

DR. ZEISLER is Clinical Associate Professor of Medicine at the 
Poa SSS Bon ad Ste Macaca ae Ss, eee PO 
(Continued on Page 13) 
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' While our diplomats proclaim and our scholars analyze what 
they call the ‘‘crisis of confidence” in American-Soviet relations, in 
‘actuality that alleged crisis is nothing but a myth. Not because 
there is much confidence between the American and the Soviet 
‘governments, but because the article of confidence in inter-govern- 
mental relations is almost non-existent now or ever. Governments 
mever did trust each other—neither their adversaries nor their 
‘allies and ‘“‘friends’’. They become ‘‘friends’’ not out of any mutual 
‘assurances of good intentions, but because they believe their in- 
‘dividual self-interests will make them share the road at least for a 
‘time. Even international law sanctifies bellicosity when the bellig- 
‘erent’s vital interests are at stake, and no nation ever lived up to 
tits moral commitments once doing so would jeopardize its vital 
‘interests. No idealistic proclamation of a government should be 
taken at its face value; no unalterable principle or standard of 
international behavior exists. No matter how emphatically our 
own or any other national leaders pledge non-interference in the 
‘affairs of other nations, history provides all too many contradic- 
‘tions of that principle. 

| In a period of strained relations with the Soviet Union we are 
‘taught to be highly suspicious of her government; the Soviet citi- 
jzens are taught to be highly suspicious of ours. This is how we 
‘both justify the maintenance of espionage services. The underlying 
itruth of all international relations, however, is that, friendly or 
‘unfriendly, they are maintained against a constant backdrop of 
‘mutual suspicions and a continuous under-the-stage probing of the 
‘partner’s strength, motives and intentions. It is a fact, possibly 
not generally appreciated but valid nonetheless, that nations main- 
tain espionage services not only against their foreign adversaries 
tbut also against their foreign ‘‘friends’’, allies or neutrals. There 
‘can be no doubt that Allen Dulles would have long ago been fired 
‘from his position for gross negligence had he failed to maintain 
American intelligence services not only in the Soviet Union but 
also in Great Britain, France, West Germany, India and elsewhere; 
also that somewhere within the structure of those friendly govern- 
ments there are specific departments charged not with trusting 
America but with collecting intelligence about her. Only the un- 
initiated in international relations can conceive of a contrary 
scheme of things. 

We explain the ‘‘crisis of confidence’ in our relations with the 
Soviets by their ‘‘untrustworthiness’’. Doubtless, we can cite a 
‘very long series of Soviet actions that truly and legitimately justify 
our suspicions. But this is by no means an exceptional situation in 
international relations; rather it is the permanent feature of each 
state’s view of other states. When we try to defend our distrust of 
the Soviets, we are prone to cite their. acts in East Europe as far 
back as the immediate post-World War II era. Talking about 
Germany, however, we recognize no need to judge her by her 
)behavior in early 1945. Someone will say, ‘‘well, but since Hitler 
has disappeared’’—but then, so has Stalin. . . 


Or, we may ponder about another quite related phenomenon. 
The Hitler-Stalin agreement of 1939, with its clear implication of 
)Soviet untrustworthiness, did not prevent us from cooperating with 
‘the Soviet Union during World War II. Yet, two decades later we 
cite that event as proof that we cannot trust the Soviets. While the 
atrocities in Soviet labor camps had reached their macabre climax 
during the war years, this did not prevent us from acting as their 
friends and allies. But after most of that evil has been reported 
alleviated, we suddenly remember to invoke it as an argument for 
our distrust. 


We say-our relations with the Soviets are strained because 
they have proved to be undeserving of our confidence. It should 
follow that we maintain friendly relations only with countries whose 
Promises can be relied on and whose self-professed principles can 
be believed. If that were so, it seems that our only ally would be 
Lichtenstein—and not because of its ethical trustworthiness but 


‘rather because it lacks the physical power to breach anyone’s 
confidence . , . 

























The “Crisis of Confidence” 


The Soviets proved their untrustworthiness, for one instance, in 
Hungary. There they have proved beyond any doubt that they 
have no respect for the wishes of the majority of a foreign nation. 
Yet, in 1953, the British Government committed a most flagrant 
and overt act by deposing the representative Government of Dr. 
Jagan in British Guiana and suspending its constitution. Did we 
severe our alliance with the British because they had proved them- 
selves untrustworthy? After World War II, the Soviets maneuvered 
for quite some time to keep their armed forces in Iran; when they 
finally withdrew, they left behind Soviet-trained fifth columnists who 
attempted in one way or another to sovietize parts of the country. 
This was of course a breach of good faith, and we again say we 
cannot trust the Soviets because of it. Only recently, however, our 
Belgian allies vacated the Congo leaving behind their fifth column- 
ists to maneuver for a renewed Belgian domination of the country, 
as Officially confirmed by United Nations agencies. Did we de- 
nounce the Belgian Government as untrustworthy and terminate 
our friendship with it? We accuse the Soviet Union of entertaining 
imperialistic designs; therefore untrustworthy, therefore inviting 
our hostile policies and self-defense measures. For years our 
French allies have been battling a freedom-demanding people in 
Algeria and their attempts to perpetuate colonial subjugation have 
cost hundreds of thousands of Algerian and French lives. Have we 
unequivocally denounced French imperialism and severed our 
friendship with such an untrustworthy imperialist party? In 1955, 
the French and British invaded Egypt in a dispute in which there 
was more than one wronged party. Right or wrong, we completely 
dissociated ourselves from that action and even resorted to actual 
threats to make them change their course. For once, our judgment 
was voiced with uncompromising determination and official in- 
dignation. We made our position perfectly clear. Yet, did we 
consider it beneath our dignity and principles to keep company 
with governments that were so badly compromised in our own 
eyes? 

One could go on citing similar instances indefinitely. They all 
prove one and the same thing: that moral indignation has never 
controlled our own or any country’s international relations. They 
also prove that cooperation among nations is never based on moral 
confidence. When the relations are friendly, they are friendly in 
spite of the prevailing distrust; when they are bad, they are bad 
not for lack of mutual confidence, which is always the case, but 
because clashing interests make it expedient to talk about the 
always existing distrust. 

Our world is still strictly, precisely and exclusively a world of 
power politics and it is a reflection upon the average citizen’s petri- 
fying guillibility that each government adversary can still picture 
the international situation in idealistic terms. In this world of 
power politics there are no virtuous nations and governments; the 
ones coming closest to virtue are physically too weak to compete 
in international hoodlumism. 

This is so true that governments are rarely wrong when they 
denounce each other, but they are equally rarely right when they 
advertise themselves. Most of what we say about the Soviets is 
quite true, just as most of what they say about our Government is 
quite true. But very little of what each says about itself is true. 

Protecting our hostility to the Soviets by the pretext of lacking 
confidence amounts to a perpetuation of that hostility. If we can 
find no way of pacifying our relations with the Soviets for as long 
as, rightly or wrongly, we distrust them, then we are never going 
to pacify those relations. The resort to this argument poses a 
condition that has never been achieved in inter-governmental rela- 
tions, and a hostility so justified is permanent and absolute. 

The practical implications of this analysis are highly pertinent 
and real. As long as we cannot devise a univac to control interna- 
tional relations, no administrative scheme can offer absolute guar- 
antees. Maintaining, for instance, that we will not disarm as long 
as we cannot achieve foolproof guarantees from our adversary 
amounts to an absolute rejection of disarmament; wittingly or no, 
we have conspired to fail. 
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Wanted: 
A Partisan Foreign Policy 













By Daniel M. Berman 


Americans once thought that the vigor 
of public debate on important issues was 
a significant measure of a liberal democ- 
racy’s health. Now all that has changed. 
Today we pride ourselves on our intellec- 
tual harmony. There is agreement on es- 
sentials, we say, and no sharp ideological 

’ cleavages divide us, Presidential campaigns 
have become a combination popularity con- 
test and efficiency assessment. They are 
no longer opportunities for the voter to 
select between competing philosophies of 
society and government. 

The conventional wisdom tells us that all 
this is to the good. It seems to betoken a 
congenial citizenry whose very likeminded- 
ness refutes the theory that struggle is an 
unavoidable part of political life. Its in- 


evitable accompaniments are stability, pre- 


dictability and—by no means last in im- 
portance—the psychological well-being 
which attends life in a big, happy, faction- 
less family. 

Although this state of affairs is generally 
the cause of celebration, a note of concern 
is occasionally heard. Critics sometimes 
lament the fact that there are so few dif- 
ferences on important issues. They may 
even be so uncharitable as to ask: In the 
absence of debate, what distinguishes us 
from a totalitarian society? Is existence 
of the right to dissent important if no one 
exercises it on the key issues? 

Even the uncharitable critics who betray 
such uneasiness seldom go so far as to cast 
doubt on the desirability of maintaining 
unity (if not unanimity) on issues of foreign 
policy. Partisan politics and politics of any 
kind, we are told, must stop at the water’s 
edge. No adversary will ever detect the 
slightest chink in our national armor. The 
nations of the world will never have reason 
to doubt our unshakable unity on matters 
affecting external relations. As a conse- 
quence, debate on foreign policy during the 
recent Presidential campaign has _ gen- 
_ erally been confined to questions of method- 
ology and emphasis. It has focused only 
rarely on fundamental problems. On these 
we are a united people marching with one 
will behind our leaders to confront what- 
ever dangers their superior vision per- 
ceives. 





rman is Assistant Professor of Political 


rtown, 

article was originally written 

for i Education, the official ‘ae of the 
Natl. Council for the Social Studies. 
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This bipartisanship, or non-partisanship, 
in peacetime foreign policy is a relatively 
recent development. One of its architects 
was Franklin Roosevelt, who was deter- 
mined not to rehearse Wilson’s disastrous 
experiments with a partisan foreign policy. 
The fact that there had been no Republi- 
cans at Versailles had helped make the 
League Covenant suspect of the Senate. 
Roosevelt was resolved that the fruits of 
victory in World War II would not similarly 
be lost. The advice of Republicans was 
solicited and respected. One came to ex- 
pect Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg to be 
present in American delegations at im- 
portant international conferences. 

The nearly unanimous ratification of the 
United Nations Charter by the Senate seemed 
convincing proof of the wisdom of this prac- 
tice. In the perilous postwar years, bi- 
partisanship continued to be followed, first 
by President Truman and then by President 
Eisenhower. A basic national foreign policy 
was formulated. Its fundamental tenets, 
placed beyond public debate and insulated 
from revision at the polls, included con- 
tainment of Communism, the building up 
of enormous military strength, and the 
creation of a system of alliances to encircle 
the Soviet Union. Thus it was that the 
American people demonstrated impressive 
unity as their leaders conscripted their sons, 
led them into battle in Korea, armed a 
large portion of the non-Communist world, 
risked lethal contamination of the earth’s 
atmosphere with nuclear tests, perfected 
the weapons of chemical, biological, and 
radiological warfare, shied away from con- 
ferences with the Russians, refused to 
recognize the existence of Communist China, 
and embraced every enemy of the Soviet 
Union as a friend of democracy. 

The habit of accepting the essential doc- 
trines of the bipartisan foreign policy be- 
came so deeply ingrained that, even in the 
face of the impossible-to-ignore disasters, 
humiliations, and: near-catastrophes of 1960, 
the popular response seldom went beyond 
an unreasoning hope that a mere change 
in personnel at the White House, accom- 
panied perhaps by a streamlining of our 
policy-making machinery, would take care 
of matters. 

If 1960 means anything, however, it 
demonstrates that our mistakes have been 
too monumental to be eradicated by 
remedies so picayune. Weapons are be- 





bility that they will be used becomes mor 
real. Our friends are increasingly sus. 
Picious of American aims and concernei 


their alliances with us, even as the man-in. 


the-street in the Communist countries feel — 
vindicated in his belief that the United — 


States is indeed pursuing a warlike pro 
gram. Disarmament still seems far away, 


as does the safety we were told could kk — 
purchased with ‘“‘just one more’ item ip | 


the military budget. 


Without doubt it would be an error t i 
seek a single and simple explanation for © 


the plight in which we find ourselves. But 
future historians may be inclined to place 


one factor high on the list of reasons—the © 
very bipartisanship of which we are so — 
proud, For, in our haste to forge a mono © 


lithic front, we have forgotten that there 


is a pragmatic argument for encouraging — 


and stimulating debate on the important 
issues: the clash of ideas produces better 
ideas. 


What this means is that dissenters pro © 
vide alternatives to which a nation may — 
turn when other policies fail. Democracy — 


thus possesses utility. It works. Naturally, 


therefore, our stress on unity at the expense : 


coming more terrible even as the possi. — 
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of free debate has cost us dearly. By stifl. — 


ing vigorous discussion, we have discarded — 


a superlative method for the shaping of 
good policy. 

Ironically, debate is nowhere more needed 
than in the area where we have most ef- 
fectively throttled it—foreign policy. On 
relatively trivial issues, we would not be 
losing much if we chose to forego the bene- 
fits flowing from unrestricted argument. 
The smaller the issue, the less important 
how we resolve it. But in foreign policy, 
where the stakes may literally be life and 
death, the absence of debate becomes, in 
a meaningful sense, subversive of the na- 
tional security. 


And yet this is the kind of subversion : 


which will not be investigated by the House 
Committee on Un-American Activities or 
the Senate Subcommittee on Internal Se- 


curity. The professional patriots, as a 


matter of fact, have done more than their 
share to create an atmosphere in which 


dissent is equated with disloyalty, criti- ~ 


cism with treason. In saner days, we may 


come to recognize that dissent is often the — 
highest type of patriotism. Exhortations to — 


rally ’round the flag and urgent warnings 
that we must not permit the adversary to 
divide us will again be treated with the con- 
tempt they deserve. Meanwhile, however, 
on the 


most necessary, we continue to equate 


fatuity with love of country, sloganeering — 


with patriotism. 
One of the most dangerous products of 
this situation is that policy-makers often 


tend to adopt the most jingoistic alterna- — 
tives available in order to minimize the © 


possibility of wide-spread criticism. One 
has to be both very convinced and very 


courageous to interrupt a martial rendering — 


of the Star Spangled Banner with the 


strident insistence that discussion is not yet 


properly over. 





issues where rational thinking, : 
originality and independence of mind are — 
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Such debate as there has been in the 


‘past few years illustrates the point. Bed- 


rock criticism has come only from the 
militaristic right. Its demands have been 
for more armaments, for less negotiation, 
for renewed testing of atomic weapons, for 
exclusive reliance on naked military power. 


“With some distinguished exceptions, those 
‘on the other side have been effectively 


silenced. As a consequence, we hear pa- 


‘thetically little about some basic questions 
‘of our foreign policy: whether we have be- 


come so infatuated with the need to ‘“‘win’’ 


‘a third world war that we have, in effect, 
‘given up hope of avoiding it; whether we 





‘have offered in good faith a practical pro- 


gram for disarmament; whether it might 


not be desirable to abandon our sterile 


policy of containment in favor of an imagi- 


native attempt to raise world living stand- 


ards and assuage genuinely-held fears of 





_ our true intentions; whether we want to ac- 


cept military conscription as a permanent 


’ feature of our life; whether world govern- 
* ment is really so utopian if it offers us the 


only means of preventing planetary suicide. 


These are the big issues—and yet they 


/ are the subjects on which we hear virtually 


nothing. Senators who could stimulate a 


‘truly great debate—men like J. William 
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Fulbright and Mike Mansfield — usually 
permit themselves to be diverted by baga- 
telles. They pretend to think they are do- 
ing their part by recommending that our 
foreign service officials gain proficiency in 
foreign languages, that our planning ma- 
chinery needs overhauling, and that we 
have not been sufficiently ‘‘consistent.’’ 
The really big problems remain undiscussed 
and the really big questions remain un- 
answered as the Democratic Presidential 
and Vice-Presidential candidates allow Re- 
publican spokesmen for the Central Intelli- 
gence Agency to “brief’’? them—and thus 
take them into camp. 


Before every election we nag our people 
to register and vote, and after every elec- 
tion we berate them for having shirked 
their democratic duty by staying away 
from the polls. Perhaps part of the reason 
for the colossal lack of interest they 
demonstrated again on November 8 was 
the feeling that nothing very important was 
really being decided. Although the cam- 
paign speeches were entertaingly violent, 
only the innocent thought that on Elec- 
tion Day the fundamental postulates of 
policy will be on the line. Americans are 
developing a ‘‘what-can-I-do?” fatalism 
which augurs ill for our vaunted democ- 
racy. 


There are a great many allegedly settled 
issues which must be re-opened to new 
partisan debate if we are to begin revers- 
ing this baleful trend. No field offers us 
a better starting point than foreign policy. 
Partisanship is not a dirty word and debate 
is not an unseemly occupation. Precious 
little time remains in which to rehabilitate 
them and use their products to avert the 
unthinkable war. 





THE BRIGHTER SIDE 


a) iin G eers 


B® FOR REV. ANDREW FOREMAN AND 
MRS. DAISY GABRIELLE of New Or- 
leans, La., the first white parents who, 
defying threatening racist mobs, took 
their children to the city’s integrated 
schools. 


B® FOR D. OTIS BEASILY, Assistant Sec- 
retary of the Interior, for reinstating 
Cleveland M. Miller as principal of an 
Indian boarding school at Chinle, Ariz. 
after his appointment had been revoked 
because of his being a Negro. 


B® FOR THE U. S. CIRCUIT COURT OF 
APPEALS for setting aside the convic- 
tion of the participants in the celebrated 
1957 underworld conference at Ap- 
palachin, N. Y., thereby preventing the 
establishment of a new precedent of 
conviction and imprisonment for (justi- 
fied) ill-repute. 


B® FOR THE YOUTHFUL PACIFISTS who 
demonstrated against the armament 
hysteria by boarding the nuclear sub- 
marine Ethan Allen during its launching 
ceremony at Groton, Conn. 


B® FOR THE FEDERAL BUREAU OF IN- 
VESTIGATION for investigating the 
mailing of anonymous scurrilous |let- 
ters to colored delegates to the United 
Nations in New York. 


B® FOR THE NATIONAL GOALS COM- 
MISSION, appointed by President 
Eisenhower, for recommending the im- 
provement of American education and 
urging the doubling of educational out- 
lays. 


B FOR THE FREER GALLERY OF ART in 
Washington, D. C. for refusing to ac- 
cept from Federal authorities invaluable 
art treasures smuggled out from the 
Chinese mainland. 


® FOR CHIEF JUSTICE EARL WARREN 
AND JUSTICES WILLIAM O. DOUGLAS 
AND HUGO L. BLACK for dissenting 
from the Supreme Court's refusal to re- 
view the case of Dr. Willard Uphaus. 


B® HALF A CHEER FOR THE LOUISIANA 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES for 
adopting a resolution accusing Presi- 
dent Eisenhower, the Federal Govern- 
ment and courts of being a part of a 
Communist conspiracy by advocating 
school integration, and thereby drama- 
tizing, unintentionally but effectively, 
how the Government's own techniques 
of mind manipulation can backfire 
against it. 


B® FOR THE PEOPLE OF THE NEWLY 
INDEPENDENT STATE OF MAURITANIA, 


OTs of the ear— f 960 


By the choice of its readers, THE MINORITY OF ONE salutes the courage 


and integrity with which 


Dr. Linus Pauling (Senior Class) 


and The Student Civil Liberties Union at the University 
of California, Berkeley (Junior Class) 


have served the cause of human progress and freedom. 


Bound volumes of the first 13 issues of THE MINORITY OF ONE will be pre- 


“Dear Doctor Linus Pauling: 


This bound volume of the first 13 issues 


of THE MINORITY OF ONE is presented to 


you by the choice of its readers who in 
their decisive response have found you to 
be the individual most deserving of recog- 
nition and gratitude. 


Your voice for peace has been a vindica- 
tion of the moral integrity that is the quality 
of the true scientist and scholar. Your prin- 
cipled and courageous defiance of attempts 
to assassinate the integrity of peace ac- 
tivities has provided lasting inspiration and 
needed encouragement for freedom and 
peace aspiring people in America and every- 
where. You have demonstrated that true 
knowledge and true justice are inseparable. 


The Cheers of the Year 1960 of THE 
MINORITY OF ONE and its readers go to 
you.” 


sented to the recipients with the following dedications: 


“Dear Officers and Members of the Student 
Civil Liberties Union at the University of 
California, Berkeley: 

This bound volume of the ‘irst 13 issues 
of THE MINORITY OF ONE is presented to 
you by the choice of its readers who in 
their decisive response have found you to 
be the youth group most deserving of recog- 
nition and gratitude. 

Your courageous leadership in protesting 
the assassination of democratic principles 
under the pretext of legislative efforts by the 
House Committee on Un-American Activities 
has inspired multitudes of American people 
with their civil responsibilities. The perse- 
cutions and ostracisms to which many of 
you have been subjected as acts of revenge 
by the freedom assassins have not been in 
vain; your idealism has spread with the 
purifying fire of truth. 

The Cheers of the Year 1960, Junior Class, 
of THE MINORITY OF ONE and its readers 
go to you.” 
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Going with the Wind 





The cold war has given rise to a great 
variety of new professions, not only among 
the newly emerged military elite but also 
in certain semi-scholarly fields. There are, 
for instance, people who have traded their 
vocational training and skills for the oppor- 
tunity of becoming “professional” assassins 
of other people’s reputations, and they are 
making a living at it. There are others 
whose change was less radical. Consider 
a man who wrote a book over twenty years 
ago (the title: “The Soviet Impact on So- 
ciety”) but could never find a publisher to 
take it on. Some years later, however, and 
thanks to the cold war that developed in 
the meantime, everything anti-Soviet finds a 
thirsty market, the author turns publisher, 
prints the stuff in perfect safety that now 
no one will dare challenge the merits of 
a book that is anti-Soviet. That man calls 
himself Dagobert (any Hollywoodization of 
name?) D. Runes. 


THE “EMINENT PHILOSOPHER” 


The reader had better not ask who Mr. 
Runes, a self-professed “eminent philoso- 
pher”, is since a book reviewer who “dared” 
to refer to him as “a certain Dagobert D. 
Runes” was reprimanded by him for hav- 
ing done so “with a straight face” and with 
the sermon: “Now look, I have written and 
edited more than twenty books in my time. 
and I doubt if any student of philosophy or 
social history has gone through college 
without the use of some of my books.” So, 
as you can see, the “Eminent Philosopher” 
Runes’ authority must be taken for granted, 


or else!—even if he just “forgets” to cite a. 


single instance of a college using any of 
his books. Furthermore, unless you are 
willing to pay homage to the “Eminent 
Philosopher” Runes, he may “honor” you 
with a personal letter (don't forget to keep 
the signature for the eventual enrichment 
of some discriminating museum!) as this 
writer was “honored”, calling you a man of 
“pitiful ignorance”, “amazing indolence” 
and “laziness” who does “not know your 
way around about (sic!) books”. 

But it is not the “Eminent Philosopher” 
Runes we wish to talk about but one of his 
truly amazing success stories. Even if you 
have never come within a block's distance 
of a printing plant, you will appreciate the 
“quick-buckedness” of that success story. Just 
imagine taking some text that is within 
public domain (no authorship fee or royal- 
ties to be paid for it), printing it on 51 small, 
4” x 7", pages and peddling the stuff at 
$2.75 a copy! Of course, if you too were 
an “Eminent Philosopher” you would know 
what kind of stuff to choose and how to title 
it in order, after a while, to be able to re- 
port that “the sales of this small book have 
gone into tens of thousands.” 


THE “SMALL BOOK” 


It seems that the only honest thing about 
that “small book” is that its publisher did 
not claim to have written it himself. This 
credit is given to Karl Marx and six times 
acknowledged in bceld letters on the cover 
and title pages. The title of the “small 
book” by Karl Marx is “A World Without 
Jews”. The only acknowledgement that that 
“small book” was edited by (a) Dagobert 
D. Runes appears on its dust jacket. 

As one who believes himself rather thor- 
oughly acquainted with all of Karl Marx's 
published writings, to the degree that a 
command of almost a dozen of languages 
including German sufficed, I also believe 
I am in a position to state that Karl Marx 
has never written nor published a “small” 
or any other book called “A World Without 
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The Anatomy of a Literary Fraud 


Jews”, and all proof to the contrary would 
ne to come from the “Eminent Philoso- 
pher”, 


Mr. Runes’ self-professed intention in pub- © 


lishing the “small book” is to “prove” that 
Karl Marx was, like Adolf Hitler, a vicious 
anti-Semite. I do not come to the defense 
of Karl Marx's memory out of any political 
loyalty to him, which political loyalty I do 
not possess. But I do come to denounce 
with all the vehemence of my pen an at- 
tempt to capitalize on cold war hysteria by 
resorting to literary frauds. In doing this 
I should state that in ceriain respects I share 
more with Mr. Runes than with Karl Marx: 
while a student of Marxism, I am not a 
Marxist; I am a Jew like Mr. Runes. This, 
however, does not mean that I would grant 
Mr. Runes the right to lie or to commit a 
literary fraud. Had the subject of his per- 
version not been Karl Marx but anyone else, 
my position would be the same. 


THE “INTRODUCTION” 


While only the dust jacket of the “small 
book” acknowledges any editing by Runes, 
there are several pages of Runes’ “Introduc- 
tion”. It begins with a pretense of shyness 
and conscientiousness that contains a built- 
in denial of genuineness. He starts out: 
“It is with some reluctance that I have 
agreed to write these introductory lines to 
Karl Marx’s embittered review of the Jewish 
problem.” The unavoidable impression is 
that someone has asked Mr. Runes to write 
the “introduction”, and after overcoming his 
initial reluctance, he finally “agreed” to do 
so. It also seems that the someone who 
urged Mr. Runes to write his “Introduction” 
must have been the publisher, the Philoso- 
phical Library. Now, -the Philosophical Li- 
brary is Mr. Runes and Mr. Runes is the 
Philosophical Library. So Mr. Runes asked 
Mr. Runes to write an “Introduction”, and 
Mr. Runes, after some hesitation, informed 
Mr. Runes that he (Mr. Runes) would write 
the piece for Mr. Runes. 

But let us not he stopped by megalo- 
maniacal symptoms. One of the climactic 
frauds in that booklet is achieved through 
a perversive system of equations. In re- 
viewing socialist movements Runes lists 
among them Hitler’s National Socialist Party, 
which amounts to an obvious intellectual 
fraud. Since it is indisputable that the Na- 
tional Socialists of Germany were vicious 
anti-Semites, Runes accepts “Mein Kampf” 
as a window into Socialism. The Nazis 
called themselves some kind of Socialists 
and others call themselves some kind of 
Socialists. The Nazi “Socialists” were vici- 
ous anti-Semites; proof that all Socialists 
are vicious anti-Semites. In Runes’ own 
words: “Almost a generation ago, the Na- 
tional Socialist Party of Germany adorned its 
Staffel with that badge (the yellow badge 
of anti-Semitism), and in our living days 
the red flag of the Soviet Union carries next 
to the hammer and sickle the hooked cross.” 
And later he proceeds to answer in the af- 
firmative the second of his two questions: 
“Was it just an ill wind of history that 
brought the evil odor of Jew hatred into 
these huménitarian camps of Socialist move- 
ments? Or are we faced here with a situa- 
tion of direct cause and effect?” 


BETWEEN MARX AND HERZL 


Prophylactically, Runes proceeds to deal 
with someone’s hypothetical argument, how 
could Marx, himself a Jew, have been an 
anti-Semite. He replies that “in the middle 
of the nineteenth century anti-Semitism was 
mainly a religious and social, not a racial, 
issue, and among converts such as Karl 


Marx are to be found vitriolic enemies of © 
Judaism.” The truth of the matter is that — 


in that century not only anti-Semitism 
but also Judaism itself was a religious and 
social, not a racial, issue. Consequently, 
anyone who challenged the prevailing re- 
ligious and social relations of which Jewish 
religious and social relations were a part 
or a consequence, was in a way challeng- 
ing Judaism. Such challenge was by no 
means anti-Semitic. On the contrary: all 
the progressive minds of the time, all the 
philo-Semites and anti-bigots were opposing: 
Jewish reality as it then existed—they 
negated it and wished to introduce reforms 
in its stead. These challengers included 
such “anti-Semites” as the Founding Fathers 
of Zionism Theodor Herzl, Leo Pinsker, 
Ahad-Haam, Baron Rotschild, to mention just 
a few. Of course, there was a great politi- 
cal and philosophical difference between 
Marx and Herzl, but both conceived of 
Judaism, it was at the time, as “abnor- 
mal”; both opposed it, both wished to alter 
its content as well as external relations. 
The difference between Herzl and Marx 
was that the latter not only saw the Jewish 
situation as abnormal and the resulting 
Jewish traits as undesirable; in fact in a 
million and one places Marx made quite 
clear that whenever he talked about “Juda- 
ism” he had in mind what we presently call 
especially in America, “Judeo-Christianity”. 
To re-quote Marx from Runes’ own publica- 
tion: “The Christian was from the start the 
theorizing Jew; the Jew therefore the prac- 
tical Christian, and the practical Christian 
has once more become a Jew.” Was then 
Marx anti-Jewish or was he anti-Christian? 
Marx was more than both: he was anti- 
religious and against the total state of the 
capitalist society. One could easily prove 
that Marx was against one group or an- 
other, and when such evidence is taken out 
of Marx’s overall critical philosophy, it may 
easily make him appear a bigot against one 
group or another rather than the radical 
total reformer he was. Marx went very far 
in depicting the negative sides of Jewish- 
ness, but he left no doubt whatsoever that 
he considered it symptomatic of the universal 
state of society. He protested against Bruno 
Bauer, accusing him of taking the “Jewish 
Question” out of the broader social context. 
There may well be places in which Marx's 
references to Jews and Judaism sound de- 
rogatory. Runes takes no notice of the un- 
representative nature of Marx’s early ar- 
ticles, written before the crystalization of 
his overall philosophy; or of Marx's view of 
Judaism as an epitome of commercialism 
that was not of his own design but rather 
something adopted from the generally ac- 
cepted literary and sociological symbolism 
of his day. Runes is intellectually dishonest 
in withholding the historical background 
against which Marx wrote his early articles; 
he is also actively fraudulent in miscon- 
struing Marx's opposition to the “Jewish 
spirit” as a genocidal opposition to Jews. 
This he does in spite of Marx's consistent, 
active, literary as well as political fight for 
the political emancipation of the Jews. 
Considering the relationship Marx ascribed 
to Jews and Christians and to Judaism and 
Christianity, it becomes obvious that his at- 
tacks were not singling out Jews but aimed 
at society at large. The matter is largely 
one of semantics. This writer is not a 
Christian nor did he ever entertain any 
thoughts about converting to Christianity. 
Yet, in a particular context in which the 
word “Christian” is used as a synonym for 
“ethical”, he has no qualms about being 
considered Christian. There is no longer a 
Samaritan people around, yet how often do 
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: we refer to individuals as “good Samari- 
) tans"? If, on the other hand, within a cer- 


tain context someone would choose to desig- 
nate or symbolize the Middle Age Crusaders 


Yas “Christians”, very few pious Christians 


> of our day would care to identify them- 


selves with the same term. Would the first 
' instance make this writer a convert to Chris- 


tianity, or would the latter instance turn a 


» Christian anti-Christian? 


lor id ittaceutieold 


ANTI-SEMITISM AND SELF-HATRED 


There is also a rather interesting aside. 
Mr. Runes is right in suggesting that some 
converts from Judaism have been known to 
become enemies of Judaism. But equally 
known has been the phenomenon of Jewish 
self-hatred on the part of non-converts. 
Somehow they walk around with a chip on 
their shoulder for having been born Jews, 
and parenthetically, this occasionally leads 


‘them to adopting rather fantastic first or 
| family names, like Dagobert, for instance. 
' Furthermore, this very crusading publisher, 
' who could not swallow the insult of “my 


san chalet 


people”, who prides himself on having writ- 
ten books on the Torah and on the Kab- 
balah, keeps using quite contemptuously a 
word of his own coining—"Talmudizing” (in 
his letter to a Mr. Richard DeHaan, a copy 
of which is before me). When we add to 
this a quote from a letter with which Mr. 
Runes has “honored” this writer (in response 


' to a request for a confrontation of the edi- 
) tions of Marx's books quoted under Runes’ 
- title “A World Without Jews”), the suspicion 





_ of his own bigotry becomes quite definite: 
_ “From your name I take you to be a Eu- 


ropean or something like that. Your ap- 


» proach is strictly from East of the Danube 
' River.” 


Firstly, for an author on the Torah 
and the Kabbalah it may be quite unfor- 
givable that he has missed the purely He- 
brew-Aramaic origin of a name like Arnoni 
(Arnuniyoth). Secondly, referring to Eu- 
ropeans “or something like that” he dis- 
closes an American chauvinism (—Let no 
one accuse me, Dagobert D. Runes, of weak 


' Americanism just because I was born over- 


' seas!) more compatible with the Daughters 
_ of the American Revolution or a Westbrook 
' Pegler than with a self-professed crusader 





against bigotry which he found in Hitler 
and ... Karl Marx. Thirdly, speaking of 
Hitler, Mr. Runes seems to share with him 
a feeling of natural superiority towards the 
people “East of the Danube River”. 

One must indeed be deprived not only of 
intellectual integrity but also of common 
honesty to make Runes’ claim that Hitler's 
advent to power was made possible by the 
anti-Semitism Marxism fostered in Germany. 
But Runes states unhesitatingly: “It is there- 
fore not suprising that Adolf Hitler was able 
to take over the Marxist unions of Germany 
almost unchecked.” The thousands of for- 
mer leaders of Marxist and non-Marxist 
German trade unions who shared _ this 
writer's plight in Nazi concentration camps 
were according to Runes Marx’s willing 
tools for Hitler's victory. How insane can 
Runes get? 


DISCOVERING AMERICA AND... 
CONFESSIONS 


But the fraud keeps piling up. The “Emi- 
nent Philosopher”, who claims no one can 
get a degree in philosophy or social his- 
tory without studying his books, has never 
heard of Birobidzhan until “(As) Khrushchev 
himself CONFESSED, Stalin planned to rele- 
gate all the Jews of Russia to the marsh- 
lands of Biro-Bidjan in SIBERIA” (Capitals 
added). When and where did Khrushchev 
make that “CONFESSION”? And, how could 
he make a “confession” about an official, 
self-admitted, well-publicized decision of the 
Soviet Government to establish a Jewish 
Autonomous Province in Birobidzhan, a 
province that even attracted some Jewish 
immigration from outside the Soviet Union? 
Is it possible that the Jewish-minded Mr. 
Runes did not know all this, or is it that 
he chose to speak about a confession that 


could not have been confessed, in spite of 
his knowledge of facts? Then too, should 
not one expect of a self-professed authority 
on philosophy and social history at least 
an elementary knowledge of geography? It 
so happens that the reference to Birobidzhan 
as a part of Siberia can be made only in 
the rather archaic, sloppy and inexact sense 
in which all of Asian Russia is considered 
as Siberia. Why wasn’t Mr. Runes more 
up-to-date and specific in his geographic 
reference?—-Because he obviously used it 
advisedly to associate Birobidzhan, in the 
reader's mind, with those icy parts of Asian 
Russia that were the suffering sites of 
katorga and ssylka. Does an honest scholar 
resort to such insidious geographic associa- 
tions in spite of all the geographic dissimi- 
larities and unrelatedness, obvious to the 
elementary student of geography? 

When Runes proceeds to claim that 
Khrushchev “publicly admitted having ... 
reintroduced the Czarist numerus clausus 
in all schools of higher education in the 
Soviet Union”, he is by now a much too 
compromised source to make such allega- 
tions without referring to a specific place, 
time and record that would make a verifica- 
tion of his claim possible. 


ZIONISM. ISRAEL AND 
ANTI-SEMITISM 


Then Runes presents a whole new parade 
of “evidence” to “prove” the existence of 
official Soviet anti-Semitism. And, in one 
way we do identify ourselves with his in- 
dignation against the hostile attitude of the 
Soviet Union to Zionism and Israel. I agree 
with Runes fully when he states that “There 
is no Sabbath Judaism without Zionism” 
and that “Judaism is as little possible with- 
out Zionism as Christianity without Christ.” 
But I am aware that there are other just 
as legitimate opinions on the subject as 
Runes’ and mine. If everyone who is not 
a Zionist, or if everyone who is an anti- 
Zionist were to be classified as an anti- 
Semite, then indeed we live in a terribly 
anti-Semitic world, and Mr. Runes may add 
to his collection of anti-Semites” (to keep 
company with Marx and Hitler) such men 
as Mahatma Ghandi, George Bernard Shaw, 
Nehru (whom he actually accuses of anti- 
Semitism), the great Jewish historian Dub- 
now, to mention just a few “greats”, in ad- 
dition to a multitude of Jews and non-Jews, 
all over the world. 

The same goes for those people and 
groups who for political reasons find them- 
selves in opposition to the State of Israel 
or its policies. This is a subject at least 
as close to this writer's heart as it is to 
Runes’. I have participated personally and 
actively in Israel's struggle for independ- 
ence. Prior to the establishment of that 
Republic, I have engaged in highly dan- 
gerous underground activities to bring it 
about. I have “illegally” guided Jews across 
the boundaries of Soviet occupied East Eu- 
ropean countries to bring them to the Prom- 
ised Land. I have contemptuously rejected 
a British “certificate” for legal entry to 
Palestine and instead have shared the fate 
of the many people I inspired and led on 
perilous, “illegal” journeys to Palestine. 
Hardly recuperated from my close to six- 
year experience in German concentration 
camps, I was incarcerated in a British con- 
centration camp in Cyprus for one year and 
a half. My only remaining kin, not de- 
stroyed by the Nazis, outside my own post- 
war immediate family are in Israel. Israel 
with her unprecedented program of con- 
struction and the raising of human values 
has my heartfelt blessings, sympathy and 
devotion. Yet, when someone like Mr. Runes 
attempts to equate all political opposition 
to Israel or her policies with anti-Semitism, 
I believe him to be committing an unfor- 
givable intellectual and political fraud. If 
the late President Zapotocki’s of Czechoslo- 
vakia reference to a “Jerusalem-New York 
axis” is anti-Semitism, then all references 
to the Communist block of nations is anti- 
Slavism and all references to a Washing- 


ton-London alliance is anti-Anglo-Saxon- 
ism. The same goes for Mr. Runes’ quote 
of Mao Tse-Tung’s reference to Israel as 
“the Formosa of the Mediterranean”. 


When Runes states that “the German as 
well as the Russian forms of Socialism, be 
they national or international, have never 
freed themselves of the taint of malevolent 
Jew hatred”, he is committing a double 
fraud: one, by equating Nazism with So- 
cialism, the other by not admitting that, 
with all the grievances Jews and specifi- 
cally Zionists may justly entertain against 
the Soviet Union, the historic truth is that 
most Jewish sufferings under the Commu- 
nists were not anti-Semitically caused but 
followed on ideological and religious clash 
that neither was confined to the Jews nor 
singled them out.- When Runes further 
states that “in the Communist domain, the 
governments themselves spearhead the drive 
against the ancient people”, he is commit- 
ting still another historical fraud, because 
anyone acquainted with Czarist Russia and 
East Europe before World War II knows 
that much more than the Jews were made to 
suffer as Jews by the Communists, they 
were shielded by them against unending 
waves of persecution, pogroms and physical 
extermination. 


AN “UNEXPURGATED” EDITION 
WITH OMISSIONS AND 
MISTRANSLATIONS 


In the main we have restricted ourselves 
to a review of Runes’ introduction to his 
“small book”. As for the pages devoted 
to the reproduction of some >of Marx's early 
polemical articles, upon which he has super- 
imposed his own title “A World Without 
Jews”, a survey of their manipulative omis- 
sions and outright mistranslations would re- 
quire much more time and space than 
Runes’ work deserves. Some examples will 
amply indicate the type of fraud he in- 
dulges in in this department. They explain 
why Runes felt compelled to acknowledge 
(on the dust jacket only!) that he “edited” 
Marx's text. The German term Judentum 
(Judaism) and Judenschaft (Jewry) are 
manipulatively interchanged by Runes with 
the obviously fraudulent intention of repre- 
senting Marx’s negation of Judaism as a 
Hitler-like exterminationism of the Jews 
themselves; Schacher is mistranslated into 
“usury” (which it indeed means in Yiddish 
but not in German) instead of “small trade”. 

This writer is fully aware of the serious- 
ness of the charges he has made against 
Mr. Runes. If unfounded, they certainly are 
libelous. I also know that Mr. Runes is not 
eager to sue those who denounce his literary 
fraud. When the aforementioned Mr. Rich- 
ard DeHaan had his letter published in the 
New York Times, in which he not only de- 
nounced Runes but also invited him to file 
suit for libel, the “Eminent Philosopher” re- 
sorted to the traditional way-out in a pri- 
vate letter to the challenger: “You invite me 
to sue you. Brother, I don’t shoot at spar- 
rows with cannons”. In my case, however, 
the situation is different; I have an ad- 
vanced commitment from Mr. Runes imply- 
ing that, not being a sparrow, I might be 
sued for libel (which he expressed in a 
letter to me). But one can never be cer- 
tain about Mr. Runes’ reactions. Will he 
sue me fer libel (he knows better than to 
risk an examination of his literary fraud!) 
or will he threaten me as he did Mr. De- 
Haan: “take care I not (sic!) blow you away 
into the crack (he doesn’t know anatomical 
terms either!) from whence you came.” 
When Mr. Runes complained in a letter to 
another editor about the reviewer of his 
book for having felt “the need to cut down 
the size of the man he intends to attack”, 
the question arises who does the cutting— 
Mr. Runes’ reviewers or Mr. Runes himself 
with his “literary” endeavors and the lan- 
guage of his polemic that all too frequently 
is that of a hoodlum rather than a bona 
fide scholar. 
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“The mistake of Marxism lies in 
its belief that there are only two 
classes, and worse, that these two 
classes are involved in a perma- 
nent contradiction.” 

—Benito Mussolini (in a Decem- 
ber 20, 1923 speech)’ 


“The class struggle is not that 
of the trade union but that of 
Marxism which has turned the 
trade union into an instrument of 
its own class struggle.” 


—Adolf Hitler in ‘‘“Mein Kampf’” 


People have learned to discern fascism 
by its spectacular ornamental manifesta- 
tions and by the nature of its psychological 
appeal to those who embrace it. In both 
respects fascism has very distinct features 
and they act as a kind of a seismograph 
to register its presence. However, fascism 
amounts to more than a population’s mood. 

The fascist mood serves as a point of 
attraction and departure rather than as a 
homogeneous social goal of the fascist 
movement. Fascism’s raison d’etre and 
ultimate goal are not to provide a certain 
type of mass entertainment; rather it seeks 
to achieve and perpetuate a specific sys- 
tem of socio-economic relations. Its mass 
public demonstrations, parades, sports 
events; its regimentation of the citizenry, 
from young to old, in a well centralized 
and monolithic system of state controlled 
groupings; its emotional appeal to na- 
tional grandeur, accompanied by distinc- 
tive uniforms of all kinds and sorts—all 
these are the instrumental paraphernalia 
through which fascism attempts to reach 
the masses and to control them, but they 
do not exhaust its actual social goals: these 
lie outside the immediate and direct struc- 
ture of the fascist party which in itself is 
a means and not an end. 


THE CRADLE OF FASCISM 

Fascism is unique among the principal 
social movements of our times in that it 
cannot invoke any historic prototypes as 
its forerunners. Communism and social- 
ism can claim as their historic prototype 
the commune of the primitive tribe of 
millenia ago. Athens and its scholars still 
provide direct sources of inspiration for 
the political democrat of our times. Only 
fascism has no pre-history. Hitler’s wor- 
ship of Bismarck provided no more than 
nationalistic inspiration, void of any socio- 
economic significance. Mussolini’s Spartan 
nostalgias came to fan nationalistic grand- 
eur but not to provide clues for the solu- 
tion of Italy’s economic and social prob- 
lems. In its socio-economic content, fas- 
cism is a completely new movement, with- 
out any roots in past centuries. Born in 
the twentieth century, fascism could not 
have been born in any earlier period be- 
cause it came to arrest a struggle between 
classes that specifically developed in the 
industrial society. The concentration of 
labor in the cities and the spread of liter- 





‘Translated and quoted from Reden by Benito 
— pub. by K. F. Koehler, Leipzig, 1925, 


“*Translated and quoted from the 1938 edition 
ub. by Zentralverlag der NSDAP, Muenchen, p. 


SIbid., p. 676. 
‘Thid., p, 674. 
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acy among its ranks that accompanied 
the process of industrialization brought 
about a class consciousness of unprece- 
dented intensity, with the possible excep- 
tion of the guild consciousness of the 
French Revolutionary period. 


With or without Marx it soon became 
quite clear that the industrial working 
class did not raise postulates whose ful- 
fillment would lead to permanent tran- 
quility between itself and its employers. 
No demand for higher wages, improved 
working conditions or social] services con- 
stituted a final program. Each achievement 
of the employees became no more than a 
stepping stone and a point of departure 
for further demands. The propertied class 
soon realized that the employees would 
keep on posing new postulates until their 
progressive achievements and the diminu- 
tion of its own exploitive benefits resulted in 
the liquidation of the exploiting class it- 
self. This historic struggle was not for the 
crumbs from the table but for the title to 
the house itself. 

Marx did not create this process and 
had Marx never been born, this struggle 
would still have taken place. Marx pro- 
vided no more than a rationalization for 
a social process that was _ self-impelled. 
But with or without that rationalization, 
the process would still be taking place. 
History offers no evidence that man is 
inclined to resign himself to permanent 
exploitation by others. Rather the oppo- 
site is true: the timidity of the exploited 
has ever been temporary. 


“INSATIABLE” LABOR 


How to defend their basic privileges 
against the challenge of the working class 
became the most frustrating problem of 
the employers. Compromises, they learned, 
led nowhere. Each wage increase was 
followed by a new demand for another 
wage increase. The granting of a 10-hour 
work day provoked the demand for an 
8-hour work day. When Sunday work was 
outlawed, demands for a 5-day work week 
were raised. The workers’ demands for 
social or fringe benefits were equally “in- 
satiable,” and soon enough they openly 
demanded seats on management boards. 
The resort to violence to crush the work- 
ers’ ambitions and restlessness only pro- 
vided opportunities to emphasize that the 
battle was raging between a vast ma- 
jority of suppressed people and a privi- 
leged, power-entrenched minority. There 
could be no doubt that the use of sporadic 
violence and police measures against the 
self-emancipating wage earners would ul- 
timately lead to the latter’s victory by 
means of the very violence initially intro- 
duced against them. 


Against this background fascism was 
born. It introduced two principal meas- 
ures to arrest the class struggle: politi- 
cally neutralizing the laborer and provid- 
ing tolerable economic and social condi- 
tions for him. 


Since the political neutralization of la- 
bor and attempts to arrest the class 
struggle by means of occassional economic 
concessions proved as ineffective as the 
reliance on sporadic police actions, they 
were made basic tenets of the fascist 
state’s structure. This was achieved by 
subordinating the entire social and poli- 
tical structure of the country to the dic- 
tates of one political party. This alone, 
however, would by no means suffice. Di- 
vorcing the political expression of a peo- 
ple from their socio-economic interests and 
groupings was at best a strained, artificial 
arrangement whose durability could not be 
counted on. To reinforce it, the most acute 
afflictions of the working class had to be 
alleviated. And, the fascist capitalists 
have proved immensely more intelligent 
than their democratic counterparts. Hitler 
stated that “the national-socialist employer 
must know that the happiness and con- 
tentment of his employees is the precon- 
dition for the existence and development 
of his own greatness.” This indeed the 
fascist employer did know, or was made to 
know by the fascist state and party, but 
the laissez faire capitalist has refused to 
accept it as a part of his philosophy, even 
at the risk of self-destruction. 


THE SUICIDAL TENDENCY 


The employer’s interest in what Hitler 
called the employee’s “happiness” is not 
only a means of pacifying the most un- 
manageable aspirations of the worker and 
thereby making him more inclined to ac- 
cept the basic system of exploitation; cap- 
italist prosperity itself depends directly on 
the consumer role of the workers. This, 
however, is an aspect of modern capitalism 
which most capitalists fail to appreciate. 
The reason for this _ shortsightedness 
amounts to something that can justifiably 
be termed the suicidal tendency of the 
system. It stems from the fact that the 
individual capitalist is not planning for the 
preservation and welfare of the entire sys- 
tem of which he is a part. He is planning 
for himself only. He is not inclined to 
accept voluntarily any restrictions upon 
his immediate profits. The uniqueness of 
the business psychology lies not only in its 
greed but also in its impatience. It seeks 
maximum returns in minimum time. Plan- 
ning under those circumstances is never 
long range. Prove to a capitalist that the 
way he presently operates to secure maxi- 
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ito eventually let's say in fifty years, 
‘hurt the entire field of his endeavor, and 
jyou will not have provided him a reason 
‘for changing his course of action. He is 
‘concerned not with what will happen to 
‘the entire economy in fifty years, but only 
‘with what is happening to him right now. 
‘He is not inclined to trade immediate prof- 
‘its for speculative long-range profits, and 
‘even what he calls ‘‘long range’”’ is usually 
fa period so limited as to enable him per- 
sonally to reap the fruit. 


Basic to the laissez faire economy is the 
‘lack of any overall and long range plan- 
‘ning even if such planning were to protect 
jand perpetuate the system. This is why in 
‘certain respects fascism made such far 
reaching concessions to labor, as laissez 
fairism would never be inclined to make 
voluntarily. This found expression not only 
‘in the relatively high standard of living 
which both the Nazis and the Italian fas- 
cists secured for the workers but also in 
the fulfillment of their pledge to eliminate 
‘unemployment. Here was an important 
contradiction of completely free capitalism, 
‘which conceives of a degree of unemploy- 
ment as an absolutely indispensable bal- 
‘ancing factor in the national economy. 


In making these concessions the fascist 
employer correctly believed he was paying 
a relatively low price for arresting the 
class struggle that threatened him with ul- 
timate dispossession. The absorption of 
all social elements into one political party 
made sure that no one would have the 
political tools to challenge another. That’s 
how the political neutralization of labor 
was achieved. That’s why, of all his do- 
mestic undertakings, Mussolini conceived 
as the most important one the creation, 
jon December 20, 1923, of a state syndicate 
that combined both industry representa- 
‘tives and delegates of the fascist trade 
Sunions. 





THE FASCIST REVOLUTION 

Of necessity, fascism had to be a revo- 
lutionary and violent movement. It un- 
dertook to arrest such self-compelling so- 
‘cial processes that it could not count on 
the enduring voluntary cooperation of the 
ost vital elements in society. This oppo- 
‘sition did not come from the working 
‘class only; not all sectors of capitalists 

ere willing to compromise their most 
Smmediate interests for the sake of per- 
petuating the basic system. 

Under these conditions fascism was a 
movement which could not have gained and 
‘kept the reigns of power without resort- 
g to violence and coercion. Even in Ger- 
Mmany, where it took over the government 
y parliamentary procedure, it could not 










have perpetuated itself without physically 
wiping out all those elements whose poli- 
tical leadership could eventually exploit 
undeniable social contradictions. That’s 
why it has been taken as axiomatic that 
fascism must resort to violence to attain 
or to remain in power. 


FASCISM BY EVOLUTION 


American experience has often contra- 
dicted axioms derived from socio-economic 
and political developments in Europe. 
Another case in point is the methods by 
which American labor is being politically 
neutralized. That such political neutrali- 
zation has been taking place is obvious. 
American labor has been put in a position 
of having openly and officially to disclaim 
all political ambitions. Even a suspicion 
that some trade union or its leaders enter- 
tain political ambitions elicits vindicative 
and apologetic denials on their part and 
provisions in the Taft-Hartley law give 
this state of affairs legal expression. In 
neither House of Congress are there mem- 
bers officially representing any labor or- 
ganization and whenever any congressman 
is depicted as such, the depiction amounts 
to a hostile “smear.” 

Much has been written about how the 
ambitions of labor in America have been 
defeated through the application of vio- 
lence and the circumvention of law. Po- 
lice interference in strikes, for instance, 
has never disappeared from’ American 
plants. But contending that violence was 
the primary means of protecting the socio- 
economic status quo would amount to 
stretching a point. Yet, while violence was 
no more than an auxiliary means, the 
political neutralization of American labor 
was effectively achieved nevertheless, 
achieved at a much lesser immediate cost 
to the employers in America than in 
Mussolini’s Italy and Hitler’s Germany. 
As already suggested, a comparison of rel- 
ative economic and social achievements of 
labor in America on the one hand and in 
fascist Italy and Nazi Germany on the 
other hand would disclose that in many re- 
spects the fascist and the Nazi trade 
unions have gained farther reaching con- 
cessions from management than have some 
of the most powerful American labor 
unions. The latter no longer even have 
the courage to fight for full employment, 
to which they pay no more than lip serv- 
ice, perfectly resigned to the proposition 
that some degree of unemployment is 
“unavoidable.” 

The difference between the European 
and American means of political neutrali- 
zation of labor lies in the fact that while 
in Europe fascism did not take over the 
trade unions until it had gained total con- 
trol of government, in America, the apol- 


itization of labor unions has been achieved 
from within the unions themselves. 
Whether or not a trade union is pledged 
to a specific political program and plat- 
form, when it accepts the responsibility 
for keeping the activities of its members 
within the framework and for the per- 
petuation of the basic socio-economic sys- 
tem, it is a political union and specifically 
a fascist trade union. 


COMPLIANCE OF AMERICAN UNIONS 


The leaders of most American trade 
unions are acutely aware that their so- 
cial position and prominence are tolerated 
and their moderate fight for labor bene- 
fits considered legitimate only in return 
for renouncing any political role. Had they 
refused to make this concession, had they 
insisted upon representing labor politically, 
had they allowed their unions to align 
themselves with or establish their own po- 
litical parties, as is the universal practice 
in democracies, they would not be accepted 
as advisors and consultants to our legis- 
lators and executives but rather consigned 
to our state and federal prisons. In their 
political function of rendering labor poli- 
tically ineffective, most American trade 
unions meet Hitler’s definition of union- 
ism: “The national-socialist trade union 
is not an instrument of class struggle but 
an instrument of vocational representa- 
tion?" 

Whatever the American trade unions 
have gained for their self-imposed politi- 
cal passivism and inertia does not exceed 
management’s self-serving interest in keep- 
ing labor strong in its consumer capacity. 
Wherever a conflict between these mutual 
labor-management interests and the selfish 
interests of management arises, it is usu- 
ally resolved in management’s favor (wit- 
ness the deliberate cultivation of an un- 
employed labor reservoir at all times). 
Extensive campaigns in the press, ever 
since the last steel strike, are an ominous 
prelude of compulsory labor-management 
arbitration, which will be the law of the 
land before long. Such legislation will pro- 
vide an American equivalent to Mussolini’s 
already mentioned labor-management syn- 
dicate. 

From these concessions of most of the 
American trade unions stems their com- 
plete political compliance with the pre- 
vailing regime. Yet, while these trade 
unions renounce any political role, this 
renunciation obviously does not apply to 
political positions supporting the power 
elite. Labor may not engage in politics, 
but this principle is indisputably waived 
whenever labor leaders wish to support the 
Administration’s political steps and poli- 
cies. Labor may not be political, but it 
may, and it is encouraged to, denounce 
all the opponents of our State Department. 
Labor may not interfere in politics, but 
who admonishes it for denouncing a 
Khrushchev or a Castro or cooperating 
with some crusade of political persecution 
by a vigilante congressional committee? 
So, after all, it is not politics trade unions 
must abstain from but only such politics 
as would express labor’s socio-economic 
place in society. 

This process is responsible for the lack, 
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in the American labor union movement, of 
all the political characteristics and the 
vitality of its counterparts elsewhere in 
democratic societies. These differences are 
so obvious that there is no need to restate 
them; a study of (even non-communist) 
trade unions in England, France or any- 
where else will suffice to bring them to 
the foreground. 


SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES 


When the political neutralization of 
American labor is held within the context 
of the general political trend of American 
life in the last two decades, the picture 
begins more and more to resemble that of 
standard fascist precedents. Political per- 
secutions, tampering with the freedom of 
speech and association, powerful internal 
propaganda and political stigmatization, 
the untouchability of the main features of 
foreign policy, the phenomenon of poli- 
tical prisoners—all these are supplement- 
ary features of a process of fascist en- 
croachment. The uniqueness of the Ameri- 
can variety lies in its evolutionary devel- 
opment in contrast to a violent putsch or 
any other overt revolutionary method. 

This evolutionary character of the fascist 
encroachment upon American life is at 
least in one respect more damaging than 
the traditional violent means of power 
usurpation. No Italian under Mussolini and 
no German under Hitler needed to guess 
at the fascist or Nazi character of his gov- 
ernment. An Italian and a German sup- 
ported or opposed fascism and Nazism in 
full awareness. At the very least, the in- 
dividual had the unmistakable opportunity 
to be apprehensive and hostile to the pre- 
vailing regime. In present day America the 
situation is very different. Because fascist 
encroachments, however substantial and 
symptomatic, were achieved by evolution, 
the citizen is never completely certain of 
their existence. A natural inclination to 
identify himself with his country may 
even tend to numb his discriminatory fac- 
ulty in the never definitely resolved guess- 
ing game. He even has an opportunity of 
bearing democratic slogans, even though 





5At least in one respect I must admit some 
serious qualms about the propriety of stating 
that I am not a Marxist. In the prevailing politi- 
cal atmosphere in America such a denial does not 
amount to a simple statement of belief or dis- 
po ge a implication it is also a_ vindication— 
urance that one does not hold views which 

are “considered not quite legitimate or American. 
, all was such a vindicative implication 
yg Sy by this writer. 





I do not consider being 
a ist as illegitimate in an = whatso- 
ever. On the ov: I believe t partici- 
pation in the discussion of basic social problems 
to be a highly valuable contribution and an 
essential stimulation in this day and age. I do 
not believe — any apologia need 
for a person who holds Marxist convictions. On 
the contrary, attempts to stigmatize Marxist 
thought not only as mistaken but also as illegiti- 
mate are in themselves a highly compromising 
indictment of our alleged intellectual freedom 
ermore, attempts to identify Marxiam 
with the Soviet Union are an historical as well 
as a scientific distortion. There are many move- 
ments that embrace the Marxist view, at the 
same time o pposing the Soviet Union and its 
aoe = oe 
connect | 


ica’s ie e pe’ 
Identifying all al Marxism with the Soviet Union | is 
urtail pro-Soviet sympathies 
this country; a t00 many Marxists criticize the 
Soviet Union and its Communist Party for not 
— truly Marxist. Such confusion is used to 
t any social radicalism, completely irrele- 
vant of international power relations. 
while I state I am not a Marxist, this 
is a simple statement of disbelief, least of all 
intended to contribute to the prevailing stigma 
that being a Marxist is illegitimate or un- 
American. 
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socially they are no more than the dead 
corpses of a no longer embraced national 
heritage. 

THE DARK AGE 


In this very article there is a built-in 
test for the correctness of a part of its 
thesis. It has been written by a man who, 
while thoroughly familiar with Marxist 
teachings, has never embraced them and 
is acutely aware of many of their fallacies, 
misconceptions and false Messianism.* Yet, 
it may be presumed, with little chance of 
error, that the average American reader 
would totally fail to appreciate that this 
dissertation could have been written by a 
non-Marxist. How is that, he would say, 
didn’t you talk about class struggle and 
exploitation? Didn’t you advocate a poli- 
tical role for trade unions? And all this 
is not Marxism?—No, it is not Marxism! 
Marxism is a definite, specific historical 
school that attempts to explain the basic 
mechanics of society, accordingly reinter- 
prets all human history and claims to en- 
visage its further development, which it 
welcomes as desirable, as deserving to be 
expedited by intelligent human effort. Be- 
ing that comprehensive, Marxism could 
not possibly fail also to embody true, logi- 
cal and just concepts. Two times two does 
not make three just because Marxists 
claim it makes four. When one embraces 
some analyses which Marxists have incor- 
porated into their intellectual discipline, 
he does not necessarily subscribe to that 
discipline as a whole. Most people, con- 
fused on the subject and victims of perver- 
sive stigmatization, would probably be in- 
clined to classify as “Marxist” and “Com- 
munist” many pages in the writings of 
such theoreticians of free enterprise as 
Francois Quesnay, David Ricardo, John 
Stuart Mill and many others. Certainly, 
they would so classify certain of Winston 
Churchill’s speeches, or the writings of 
Eugen Duehring. 

This intellectual perversion grows out of 
the existing Dark Age of thought in Amer- 
ica. Talk against poverty and for social 
justice; rebel against exploitation, or say 
that man is and should be capable of other 
motivations than sheer greed; advocate so- 
cial measures that benefit the underdog, 
and you are a “Marxist” if not an out- 
right “Communist” or “agent of the Krem- 
lin.” It is unbelievable that an other- 
wise progressive people should embrace a 
philosophy that makes a mockery of ele- 
mentary justice, praises and idealizes a sys- 
tem that tolerates and feeds on exploita- 
tion. If Marxism is wrong, it is not wrong 
on account of its objectives but because 
its prescription may fail to achieve them. 
Opposing its objectives as such is, plainly 
and simply, immoral. These objectives did 
not originate with Marx. They have been 
the common denominator of all justice- 
seeking reformers ever since the 18th cen- 
tury. To oppose those aims is to oppose 
social justice and to advocate brutality in 
its socio-economic and political manifesta- 
tions. 


THE ETHICS OF SOCIAL RESTLESSNESS 


We live in an era in which exploitation 
is being challenged on all levels and in all 
its manifestations. No longer do people 











condescend to an inferior status because © 
of the sex they were born with. No longer 
Jo people comply with being deprived of — 
any of life’s benefits because of the color 
of their skin. People who live in strategic. — 
ally defenseless territories no longer ac. — 
cept it as a reason for being ruled by 
strangers. No longer do people say “It’s — 
God’s verdict” when they die of malnutri- 
tion; and even when they succumb to natu. | We 
ral disasters, their survivors want an ac. ‘the la 
counting from society for its failure t) Resea! 
anticipate and prevent such victimizations work 
For much of this self-asserting struggle we big ac 
have thorough appreciation. Not only do ‘scienti 
the victims of Soviet labor camps and of Mecha 
the Hungarian revolution elicit the sym. pionee 
pathies of the American people but also (were 
those who struggled to free themselves Jarly | 
from the colonial rule of our own allies; jin 195 
where for instance, is the American who ~~~ 
could in good conscience disclaim all sym. The 
pathy for the Algerian people’s fight for Dicht« 
freedom? Is it, then, only poverty, greed pp., $: 
and economic exploitation that may not be WWW. 
challenged, that are untouchable values in (s,ade; 
the American philosophy? How can we aljerte 
let the unjustifiable beneficiaries of most “}yfeany 
obvious social injustices determine our ‘cych ; 
sense of values and standards of social ‘nounc 
justice? Nov 
Whatever the inspiration that makes See 
people desire more equality and rebel presid 
against all kinds of exploitation and solv- “Resea 
able suffering, they are the true contribu- pook 
tories to mankind’s progress. Whether one |p 1 
gains this inspiration from a divine vision, [et 
from a deep respect for moral living, or ‘picht 
from a rational analysis of how the human ‘conte; 
species can attain higher levels of experi: (of thy 
ence and value, his postulate is the exer- cade. 
cise of a human quality without which ‘sion ;¢ 
man hardly differs from other animals. Jof the 
However this world was created, it is ‘inhab 
not a very hospitable world to man. Nat- juncro 
ural phenomena themselves often pose a not sé 
treacherous challenge to human life. Even “ulates 
the life-giving fruit of the earth are not “fessio 
reaped without a toll of sweat, toil and (Dr. L 
exertion. But man is endowed with all the ‘to th 
faculties and intelligence to cope with (man |! 
these challenges and to turn each of them ‘the h 
to his advantage. When he is kept from our c 
making the most of his natural life strug- jues h 
gle by being subjected to man-invented dif- oor qu 
ficulties, the human species becomes some- © It i 
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thing tragically inferior to what it was ‘comic 
either intended to be or is capable of be- jbook. 
coming. Dicht 


Those who stand in the way of dimin- ‘ring « 
ishing any human injustice and suffering, van « 
those who stigmatize any such rebellion (answe 
as illegitimate, irresponsible, subversive jinche: 
and un-American are scavengers from ‘tion « 
whom we must first of all gain intellectual § Th 
independence. thave 

Had there never been a great and well- ple ir 
intended but possibly mistaken human Meed 
being like Karl Marx, and had there never $f his 
been a ruthless, despotic rebel who perpe- @djec 
tuated the very inhumanities he was re e 
belling against like Josef Stalin, our so- — termi 
cial philosophers from behind our business Woin 1 
counters would have invented them both ~ 
to be used as scarecrows against anyone # 
reaching for the broom to sweep out public! 
dirt and injustice. : 
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; public J‘lofty” goal never enters his mind. (P. 17) 





















a 






We have been hearing a great deal in 
‘the last few years about the Motivational 
Researchers, those social scientists who 
work for Madison Avenue and tell the 
big advertisers how to manipulate people 
‘scientifically. Marshall McLuhan’s The 
Mechanical Bride was an early (1948) and 
‘pioneering analysis of what these men 
‘were doing to American mores, particu- 
larly in the sexual era. Nine years later, 
in 1957, Vance Packard’s The Hidden Per- 





The Strategy of Desire, by Ernest 
‘Dichter, Doubleday & Company, 1960. 314 
pp., $3.95 





suaders reached the best-seller lists and 
alerted millions to what was going on. 
Meanwhile, responsible social scientists, 
‘such as Dr. S. I. Hayakawa, in ETC., de- 
nounced the MR men as “harlots.” 
Now the high priest, pioneer and ma- 
“hatma of the MR field, Dr. Ernest Dichter, 
president of the Institute for Motivational 
Research itself, has come forth with a 
book explaining and defending what the 
MR men are doing to us. 
Let me say at once (knowing that Dr. 
Dichter’s publishers might quote it out of 
context) that this is, in my opinion, one 
of the most important books of the de- 
cade. Dr. Dichter seems to me a new ver- 
sion of the one-eyed man in the country 
Jof the blind: instead of being killed by the 
inhabitants, he has, indeed, become their 
uncrowned king. He sees what they do 
not see, and, using this knowledge, manip- 
ulates them with the aplomb of the pro- 
fessional puppeteer. The sinister fact that 
Dr. Dichter is himself one-eyed and blind 
to the richer part of the spectrum of hu- 
jman life makes him, in turn, a puppet of 
‘the higher, more esoteric manipulators of 
our culture—the “Power Elite” whose val- 
ues he serves without ever once doubting 
or questioning. 
It is a tragic, frightening and strangely 
‘comical vista that is opened to us by this 
book. It should really be called Doctor 
Dichter’s Defense, because it has the true 
‘ring of Shavian farce or Gilbert-and-Sulli- 
van operetta. Dr. Dichter’s attempts to 
answer his critics miss the mark, not by 
inches, but by light-years. He has no no- 
tion of what his critics are getting at. 
Thus, he assures us that his methods 
vhave not been used merely to provoke peo- 
‘ple into buying new cars that they don’t 
meed and can’t afford—far from it, some 
‘of his work has been much “loftier.” (The 
adjective is his own.)) He then gives, as 
example, a survey calculated to de- 
ermine how to persuade more people to 
join the Air Force. That his critics might 
be the types who doubt that the increas- 
€ militarization of the world is a very 


















Another “lofty” goal to which Dr. Dich- 


By Robert Anton Wilson 


ter has devoted his attention is “how could 
we get Americans to stop being afraid of 
bigness?” (Page 17). Those of us who have 
what we are silly enough to believe are 
realistic reasons for dreading the activities 
of monolithic governments, unions and 
corporations are not apt to be reassured 
by Dr. Dichter’s unctuous and frequently 
reiterated claim that the goals he serves 
are “realistic,” while his opponents are 
“weak and defensively rational individuals” 
who“cannot bring themselves to admit that 
they too have emotions.” (Page 15.) The 
present writer for one will gladly admit 
that his fear of the Giant Impersonal— 
whether manifested in General Motors, the 
Nazi State or the United Mine Workers 
Union—has a strong emotional core to 
it. But I can’t help wondering if Dr. 
Dichter’s frequent implication that an emo- 
tional motivation is more “realistic” than 
a rational one is not partially determined 
by his allegiance to that Power Elite whose 
chief characteristic is, as Dr. Robert Lind- 
ner pointed out (and Dr. Wilhelm Reich 
before him), psychopathic infantilism. 
Consider the psychopathic general in A 
Bell for Adano, the psychopathic adver- 
tising executive in The Hucksters, consider 
the careers of certain politicians, look into 
Lindner’s jolting analysis of the effect of 
the psychopath on our civilization (in his 
Must You Conform?) and ask yourself if 
the power-struggie Dr. Dichter so happily 
serves deserves to be called “realistic” 
after all. Like Hitler’s Realpolitik, the 
values Dr. Dichter defends are the self- 
defeating values of the infantile grab-at- 
once predator-mentality that never fails 
to consume itself in consuming others. 


Dr. Dichter has few illusions about the 
misery of the average man under this sys- 
tem. He recognizes, for instance, “that 
possibly more than half of all human dis- 
eases are psychogenic,” that “worry, mal- 
adjustment and other emotional disturb- 
ances can be responsible for almost any- 
thing from heart attack to cancer.” (Page 
36). Almost 30 years ago, Dr. Wilhelm 
Reich perceived this as an “emotional 
plague” ravaging the modern world, and 
urged social scientists to collaborate in 
easing the suffering. Dr. Dichter, how- 
aver, does not have that “unrealistic” and 
“moralistic” turn of mind (these are his 
two favorite adjectives of contempt). 
Rather, he sits down to figure out how to 
exploit this “worry, maladjustment and 
other emotional disturbances” to the 
greater profit of the Power Elite. 


He tells us unblushingly about the peo- 
ple who “go from one physician to another 
until they are finally told the things they 
want to hear, giving them an excuse to 
slow down, to take a vacation, to feel pity 
for themselves, to arouse sympathy.” 
(Page 29). There are enough of these peo- 
ple to make it worthwhile for the Cancer 
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Research for Hire 


Society to hire Dr. Dichter to do some- 
thing about them. Dr. Dichter’s motiva- 
tional probing very carefully stops short of 
asking what there is about work in our 
civilization that makes people plunge into 
such neurotic fantasy to avoid it. 

Similarly, Dr. Dichter tells us of a sur- 
vey he did for the Safety Council, in which 
he determined that “Careless driving is 
often caused by frustration which results 
in aggressive tendencies.” (Page 29). A 
few pages later he is unconcernedly let- 
ting us know that, in our society, “even 
in our sexual relations we are less inter- 
ested in the partner than we are in our- 
selves.” (Page 31). Both Dr. Reich, in The 
Function of the Orgasm, and Dr. Fromm, 
in The Art of Loving, see this phenomenon 
as a result of the “market mentality,” and 
seek to cure it, but Dr. Dichter is con- 
cerned only with exploiting it further, in 
the interest of augmenting still more the 
market mentality. That this truncated, 
not-fully-human sexuality is causing the 
aggression unleashed in careless driving 
never bothers him. 

Dr. Dichter once did some research into 
people’s first uses of their first car. He 
found “that a preponderance of these trips 
led away from home and were often of 
several days’ duration,’ and that “the 
first car is often the place where first 
erotic experiences occur.” (Page 35). Sim- 
ilar ccnclusions, more intuitively discov- 
ered, led Philip Wylie to his blistering de- 
nunciation of Momism and frustrated sex- 
uality in America, in his Generation of 
Vipers. It led Dr. Dichter to a new for- 
mula for exploiting the situation to the 
benefit of the Plymouth Corporation. 

Sometimes the power-drive behind Dr. 
Dichter’s work is revealed with naked hor- 
ror. On page 51, for instance, he writes: 
“The simplest persuasion technique, there- 
fore, is to use psychological blackmail. 
The soldier is motivated to risk his life 
honorably by being threatened to lose it 
dishonorably through execution. Heroism 
then becomes the choice of the lesser evil.” 
He leaves little doubt that these “drastic” 
methods are the prime inspiration of his 
own more “subtle” methods. 

The problem, as Dr. Dichter sees it, is 
to control people, in the interest of the 
Power Elite. Dr. Dichter’s method is 
psycholoogical mesmerism. He has no an- 
swer to those of us who believe that man 
should be free to control himself in ac- 
cordance with the innate laws of what bi- 
ologists call homeostasis, psychologists call 
self-motivation and Chinese mystics once 
called Tao. He does not know that such 
a position exists, or that it has advocates. 
He is truly the one-eyed man who sees the 
blindness of his fellow citizens and manip- 
ulates it for his own ends. But he has 
no conception that it is possible for man 
to be whole, and happy, and free. 
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The Junior's Minority 
(This feature is reserved for contributions by high school and 
college students. Each contributor is awarded a complimentary 


subscription to TMO either for himself or for the person or li- 
brary of his choice.) 


To Mobilize Intellect For Peace 


By John Limbach 

Since wars and ‘“‘fatalistic apathy” begin in the minds of men, 
it is there that a permanent peace must originate. 

In a serious search for peace we must be genuine enough in 
our desire to make concessions and sacrifices in our national 
sovereignty and even in our national pride. This is by no means 
a simple act when one finds himself surrounded on all sides by 
unthinking but vociferous individuals echoing high-sounding, pseudo- 
patriotic and pseudo-religious cliches. 

The public must be educated to appreciate that the measure 
of a person’s patriotism is not displayed in an automatic rejection 
of all proposals of a competing foreign government. Rather, we 
should encourage free thinking and free discussion of issues now 
almost taboo. My parents are not always right just because they 
are my parents, nor is my country always right just because it 
is my country. While loyal to both, loyalty also means a sensi- 
tivity to their shortcomings and a determination to remedy them. 
Such is true patriotism. Such is true loyalty. 

The challenge is a difficult one: we must actually force our- 
selves into being able to look objectively at all the facts. 

In seeking peace we must also learn not to qualify the issue. 
The goal may not be altered merely because in our opinion cer- 
tain nations have committed objectionable acts. Peace and con- 
tradicting moral absolutes are incompatible. We must learn to 
give up all vengeance. All these compromises, being in the in- 
terest of all Americans whose lives and welfare may otherwise 
be in jeopardy, are highly patriotic. Beyond this lies the realm 
of loyalty to all mankind, a consideration of no mean importance 
but apparently considered by very few of us. 

Recognizing the adversaries of peace is important because 
none of them would identify themselves as anti-peace forces. 
Among them are those who entertain an uncompromising hatred 
of certain nations. Their political bigotry is not superior to any 
other kind of bigotry. They are joined by the pseudo-religious 
‘patriot’. No compromise can be expected from such persons. 
They may view one nation, whose cooperation is essential to 
world peace, as atheists who may not be tolerated. 

The insincere, publicly elected political figure, solely depend- 
ent on and yielding to public popularity, is another peace obstacle. 
He thrives on being anti-this or anti-that instead of providing the 
fatefully needed intellectual leadership. 

Many wars have been fought between poor peoples and rich 
ones. There will always be war as long as some people are in 
want and can blame others for their poverty. Peace depends, 
therefore, on positive action to eliminate want and deprivation. 

To whom can we turn to help us search and implement peace? 
Who can master the needed objectivity? We should and must 
make use of the world’s greatest minds to solve the world’s 
greatest problem: our contemporary philosophers. This highly 
neglected but potentially powerful world resource should be al- 
lowed, even obliged, to make its presence felt to the common 
people. I believe that a number of public forums on television 
and radio, with panels consisting of the world’s greatest thinkers, 
would create increasing interest and action for world peace. Wide 
publicity should be given such programs. In America, this would 
create an unprecedented interest in our foreign policies. 

Our foreign policy is one of the most important factors in in- 
ternational relations today, and, since American foreign policy is, 
in the long run, what the majority of Americans want it to be, 
the individual must acquire an awareness of its importance and 
a fundamental knowledge of the issues. 

Nuclear warfare and “‘fatalistic apathy’? have pretty well 
established the eventual destiny of mankind in a world at war; 
but there are no limits to the horizons of human destiny in a 
world at permanent peace. Our efforts toward finding true peace 
must take on the attitude of a hopeful try—not a doubtful sigh. 


JOHN LIMBACH is a student at Ripon Sr, High School, Ripon, Wisc. 
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Book Notes 


Is Peaceful Co-Existence Possible by Lord Lindsay of Birker| 
pub. by Michigan State University Press, 252 pp.—$5.00. 4 

This book originated as a one man’s effort to make an his. 
toric contribution to the preservation of peace. Lord Lindsay pre} 
pared a “Statement for the non-Communist Case for Suspicion of 
the Communist Powers” and sent it to his scholarly counterpart; 
in Peking and Moscow with the suggestion they in turn prepa 
a “Statement for the Communist Case for Suspicion of the West: 
ern Powers.” Out of this scholarly debate he expected a peac 
formula to emerge. Lord Lindsay, who is presently Professor o! 
Far Eastern Studies at American University, Washington, D.C ~ 
is not a man known for his objective treatment of cold war issues _ 
The Chinese and Russian scholars he invited to participate in 
his project may well have entertained apprehensions that any 
material submitted by them would be used for sheer propaganda 
especially since Lord Lindsay’s challenge was not accompaniei 
by any proposals for an equitable procedure. Little surprise that 
under those circumstances the Chinese and Russian scholars dii 
not respond to Lord Lindsay’s invitation, which he, however, mis. 
construes as definite evidence that he has effectively put the 
Communists on the carpet. 


The book amounts to a well organized re-statement of the 
major propagandistic arguments blaming the Soviets and only. 
the Soviets for precipitating the cold war. Its scholarship is 
one of form rather than substance; there is no effort at objec. 
tivity. It is the argument of the attorney who argues on behali” 


of his client rather than the detached and objective view of the 
judge. 


Soviet’ Leaders and Mastery Over Man by Hadley Cantril” 
pub. by Rutgers University Press, 173 pp.—$4.00, is a highly com 
petent psychological and sociological study of Communist mini 
manipulation. It is essential to an understanding of the relation 
ship between the communist state apparatus and the communis'” 
individual. One can only wish that Dr. Cantrill’s next book wil’ 
explore, with equal scholastic objectivity and incisiveness, miné % 
manipulation in America. 


Speaking from Byrdland by Howard H. Carwile, pub. by 
Lyle Stuart, New York, 159 pp.—$3.00. ’ 
Mr. H. Carwile is a successful lawyer in Richmond, Vay 


As a native Virginian he has been watching the plight of the 
Negro all his life, but unlike the vast majority of Southern whites 


he has rebelled against it. Carwile became a crusader for ful} i 


racial equality in the very heart of bigotry. He has displayed the 
courage of blasting away against racial discrimination in a weekly 
radio program in Richmond, paying himself for the radio time. 
This volume is a collection of his weekly radio talks, a voice o! 
conscience from the bigoted land of Sen. Byrd’s political machine 


The Smut Peddlers by James Jackson Kilpatrick, pub. by 
Doubleday & Co., Inc.,, 323 pp.—$4.50, is an effective expose of 
the vast commercial empire of pornography peddling in the] 
U.S.A. Written by a bigoted Southern editor of the Richmoné 
News Leader it fails appallingly to explore the much vaster area’ 
of pornography incorporated in the advertising of so called legiti- 
mate business. Kilpatrick ‘raises his voice against smut only a: 
a homogeneous industry but his sensitivity and good taste fai | 
to record smut that is being employed by “legitimate” mar- 
keting organizations. While he seeks measures to curb the flour 
ishing business of pornography for its own sake, he remains in- 
different to pornography for business’ sake. Otherwise, he couli 
start his crusade by cleansing his own News Leader. 


The Just War, A Study in Contemporary American Doctrin 
by Robert W. Tucker, pub. by the Johns Hopkins Press, 207 pp. 
—$5.00 is a long overdue, comprehensive historical study of tht 
American doctrine of non-intervention in the affairs of other na) 
tions. Refreshingly void of nationalistic biases, it strips Americal 
self-righteousness of its “self-defensive’ euphemisms and ex 
plores the moral complexities involved in “self-defense” espe 
cially in the nuclear age. 


The Attack on World Poverty by Andrew Shonfield, pub. b 
Random House, 269 pp.—$5.00, is a highly competent survey, 
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SPECIALIZING IN SUBVERSION 

Those for whom American policy in the 
Congo and Laos did not suffice to open 
their eyes to the hypocrisy with which our 
State Department has been complaining 
about subversive acts by other powers are 
hopeless cases. Because in these two re- 
mote countries we are actively subverting 
the legitimate governments whose local 
popularity has been questioned by no one. 
Furthermore, in these two instances our 
power politics have been played out with- 
out serious attempts to provide justifying 
rationalizations. 

We have done our share in helping to 
oust the Government of Premier Lumumba 
in the Congo, without being able to con- 
tend that that government did not consti- 
tute the legal authority of the country. 

The very same we are doing in Laos 
where we have sponsored and admittedly 
financed a puppet, Gen. Phoumi Nosavan, 
to challenge the legal Government of Prime 
Minister Souvana Phouma, the latter hav- 
ing been the only local politician with suf- 
ficient prestige to bring to an end the pro- 
longed domestic hostilities. 

Since at least on these two occasions our 
psychological warfare advisors have not 
even taken the trouble to invoke any moral 
or legal justifications for our policies, only 
the intellectually and morally corrupt can 


fail to conclude that our international 
policies derive from no other principle than 
“might is right’. 


DEFENDING POVERTY 


Even if our accusations against Castro 
for his alleged exportation of revolutionary 
movements were truer than they are, it 
will take more than several American war- 
ships to suppress the South American re- 
bellion against poverty and economic sub- 
jugation. We may be scoring occasional 
victories in defeating that rebellion in Vene- 
zuela or Nicaragua; tomorrow we may 
score similar ‘‘victories’’ in other South 
American countries; but their value will 
be transitory. Not even the dropping of 
hydrogen bombs on a score of Latin Ameri- 
can cities would erase from the survivors’ 
hearts their ambition of freeing themselves 
from their modern slavery to American and 
local business enterprises. Even if we 
adopted the “‘liberal’’ recommendations of 
some of our congressmen and made half- 
hearted concessions to the suffering masses 
of South America, anti-Americanism would 
not be combated unless once and for all 
we realized that American exploiters of 
foreign countries are performing a most 
anti-American service, tantamount to trea- 
son. It is they and not Castro who fan 
hatred of America. 


THE WAY WE SEE IT 


THE BUBBLY AFFLUENCE 


The dramatic jolts our gold reserves and 
with them the dollar have been suffering 
should serve as an occasion for reassessing 
an economy not based on constructive pro- 
duction but inflated by military ‘‘commit- 
ments’’, What is happening to the Ameri- 
can dollar is quite reminiscent of the age 
old military strategy of letting the enemy 
spread and dilute his forces over vast areas 
of artificial conquests, a strategy which in 
our own generation has defeated Hitler’s 
legions. Like Hitler’s soldiers our dollars 
have been exported to scores of lands not 
to help create new values but often to pre- 
vent such new values from being developed. 
Our dollars have been used to maintain the 
greatest world wide diversion of manpower 
from constructive production, a huge in- 
vestment without returns. The resulting 
prosperity amounts to no more than an il- 
lusion, a bubble whose bursting may at any 
time take the form of either a devastating 
nuclear explosion or an economic collapse. 
At this point, as far as the dollar itself is 
concerned, the situation is by no means 
desperate; but even the measures that will 
be resorted to for its strengthening—induc- 
ing other nations to further divert energies 
from construction to military outlays—will 
only perpetuate the most insecure, cata- 
clysmal and dangerous affluence any so- 
ciety was ever based on. 








e economics editor of the London Observer, of the most basic 
problems and challenges facing our era. It puts the interna- 
tional competition for influence within the context of underlying 
issues of economics. It puts emphasis where it really belongs. 


sShonefield is acutely aware that, even more important than the 


amount of aid the Western powers must extend to poverty 
stricken areas in the world, is its effective and constructive dis- 


“tribution. This volume should be compulsory reading for our 


foreign policy molders. 


Fights, Games and Debates by Anatol Rapoport, pub. by the 
University of Michigan Press, 400 pp.—$6.95, is a most fascinating, 


Jrevealing and original study of human conflicts on all levels— 


from daily encounters among individuals to the ominous dangers 
of war. It is a fundamental study of human behavior, the more 
timely because it not only contributes to our knowledge of it but 


Jalso suggests how the emerging understanding can be used to alle- 


viate desires or compulsions for mutual extermination. It is a 
pioneering attempt to apply scientific formulae to tame the ca- 
priciousness of human behavior. 


Independence for Africa by Gwendolen M. Carter, pub. by 
Frederick A. Praeger, Inc., 172 pp—$4.50 clothbound, $1.65 


paperbound, is a beneath-the-surface study of African nationalism 
in ¥by a professor of government at Smith College. It offers an in- 


ight not only into the mentality of the African independence 


@movements but also into their fundamental challenges that do not 


end but begin with the acquisition of national independence. A 
most timely volume, it is a true service to anyone who wishes to 
understand restless Africa. 


OTHER BOOKS RECEIVED: 


The Fading American Newspaper by Carl E. Lindstrom, pub. 
by Doubleday & Company, 283 pp.—$3.95. 

An American Dialogue, A Protestant looks at Catholicism 
and a Catholic looks at Protestantism by Robert McAfee Brown 
and Gustave Wegel, S.J., pub. by Doubleday & Company, 216 pp. 

2.95. 


The Question of Fertility by Georges Valensin, M.D., pub. by 
Doubleday & Company, 296 pp.—$4.50. 

The Sociology of Colonial Virginia by Morris Talpalar, pub. 
by Philosophical Library, 371 pp.—$6.00. 


To Set the Record Straight 


(Continued from Page 2) 

Salk Vaccine Fiasco” which I had sent him eight months earlier, 
but that it would not change his opinion that the Salk vaccine 
was 90 per cent effective anyway. My question, how he could 
be so certain that nothing in the article would convince him 
elicited the following emphatic reply: “I know it wouldn’t change 
my opinion!” As for myself, I am satisfied that this editor of the 
most influential medical journal in the U.S.A. was telling the 
truth, an incredible truth, but a truth nonetheless. Dr. Talbott 
then promised to publish my letter if it did not exceed one double 
spaced page. I sent him the letter within four days, paren- 
thetically reminding him of his promise. He has not replied, but 
the letter was rejected for publication by one of his assistants to 
whom he had referred it. 





* * * 


Adlai Stevenson will not become Secretary of State, a position 
that cannot be filled by anyone unwelcome to Adenauer. Stev- 
enson disqualified himself by implying that we should not go to 
war over West Berlin, whereas Kennedy has apparently assured 
Adenauer that we would go to war to protect West Berlin. Our 
plan to equip West Germany with nuclear weapons, by the sub- 
terfuge of doing it through NATO, will fool no one but some of 
our own citizens. General Norstad has reversed his previous po- 
sition that the conventional forces under his command were too 
small; he now says that they are adequate in quantity but not in 
equipment, a pitch for nuclear weapons, which will at once be put 
at the disposal of the former Nazis. Can anyone doubt but that 
the commander in chief of all NATO ground forces, former Hitler 
general Speidel, would see to that? 
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From READERS’ LETTERS 


WELL WARRANTED CRITICISM 

I was quite distressed to see in the ‘Three 
Cheers” column of your December issue the 
reference to Woolsworth, Kress, Grant and Mc- 
crory-McLellan stores. Or, perhaps my distress 
came when I did not see these same stores men- 
tioned in the “Of What I Am Ashamed” column. 
The announcement that the lunch counters in 
their 112 stores in the South have been desegre- 
gated has served to lull people into believing 
that those corporations gave up segregation. In 
actuality there are still five states in which those 
corporations continue their segregationist prac- 
tice: South Carolina, Alabama, yg 
Louisiana and Georgia. Hurrah for those that 
desegregated, but let us also be aware of the 
full picture which is less rosy. 

Washington, dD, Cc JOAN ,OHRENSTEIN. 


AN APPKECIATED SUBVERSION 

You are definitely subversive: you subvert my 
own being a ‘Minority of One’’ by agreeing 
with me so completely that I now feel _ the 
— danger of being one of a group! Seri- 
ously, I think your paper fills a real need. We, 
the isolated ‘‘Minorities of One’’, each of us 
needs the stimulating sincerity of your paper. 

Now I have a serious proposal to offer: In 
order to prevent a Congo-like chaos from being 
repeated in other new nations and the con- 
comitant supercilious charge of ‘‘not being ready 
for freedom’’, let the U.N. organize government 
teams to move into colonies which are scheduled 
for freedom so as to teach them the ic me- 
chanics of government operation. These teams 
should not be committed to any ideology or 
form of government but should ease the transi- 
tion to self-rule, gradually relinquishing the 
reins to local authorities and withdrawing as 
soon as the government seems viable and opera- 


tive. 

New York, N. Y. 

OWEN EDWIN FREEMAN, JR. 
TO FOLLOW THE SUBVERSION 
OF OUR FOUNDING FATHERS 

MOO (TMO) is indeed a breaker of hard heads 
and a pleasure to open minds. I am in accord 
with the motive and spirit of MOO, and you 
supply more profcund and articulate substance 
than my thinking power can arouse of itself. 
Furthermore, the facts you draw upon and pro- 
vide fill in most of the gaps otherwise left void. 
Even though there is no time left to read an- 
other publication, I feel compelled to take on 
M so that you can start Mooing to me with 
the very next issue. 

erica seems to be shaking in her boots. It 
is indeed the time for all honest citizens ‘to 
come to the aid of the country. e must dare 
to recognize the weakness within, and openly 
attack it with the courage of our Founding 
Fathers whose subversive acts freed us from 
despotism and tyrarny. Now again we have 
rats and termites gnawing away at our vitals, 
despoiling our surpluses and draining away our 
resources on ridiculous anthills of defense. Our 
hope remains with the potentials of our intelli- 
gent men and women bestirring themselves with 
the courage to make their opposition to our 
official degradation known openly. If they fail 
to act and quickly, we shall lose our remaining 
freedoms by default. 

Oroville, Calif. | PAOLO GRAECO. 
IS EZRA POUND A POET? 

The subject of Ezra Pound is a difficult one. 
In a work of some 10,000 words or less (see 
Robert Anton Wilson’s ‘‘Ezra Pound and his 
Admirers’, October 1960 issue of TMO) it is 
difficult to examine the great intricacies in- 
volved. But the effort was well done—with one 
exception: to call Ezra Pound a Poet is to mis- 
judge, not the art, but the Truth in Poetry. 
Poetry is Truth; therefore a Poet must be True 
to his Self. He can never be a mad man: he 
must_ kill himself first but not deceive the 
world. A Poet or True Man—not necessarily a 
perfect man—mature, devoted to Ideals, cannot 
even hate evil or men who love evil. A Poet 
must first cry: Know Thyself. He must 
follow the Masters: Socrates among them, also 
those unknowns like Demonax included, and of 
course the saints—Micah ard Amos, even Joel. 
Ezra Pound cannot be classified a Poet but a 
man who writes verse etc. But a Poet—never! 

I, who am unknown to our people, the Ameri- 
cans I mean, am more of a Poet, because I 
listen to the voice of Socrates, to the appeals of 
Micah, to the renderings of Thomas More. And 
I remember those idyllic men of Crete and I 
hear their songs in my soul. Yet, I refuse to 
imitate them: for I am me and no one else in 
this life. What I will be tomorrow? I cannot 
answer that—but life goes on and on, and souls 
who are good will never die. 

Brooklyn, N. Y. MARTIN KORNBERG. 

* s a 
A CUP OF COFFEE VIA AIR MAIL 

The humble enclosure may buy a few postage 
stamps to cover the letters to your creditors 
requesting a further extension to meet your 

ressing obligations. After January we shall be 
na position to add a dollar or two to help buy 
the coffee the editor of The Minority of One 
must surely consume during the long, night 
hours he spends writing his monthly master- 


pieces. 
Don’t 





give up the ship—land is just over the 
horizon! 
Mount Center, Calif. 

SALLY and MURRAY ARENSCHILD. 
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TO CHERISH OUR FREEDOM 
AND SHOOT THE DISSENTER 

We think the views in your —_ are too 
far to the left. No where (sic!) do you criticise 
the Communist regime. You know as well as 
we do what they stand for. Freedom was abol- 
ished in Russia 42 years ago. Do you know 
what wouid happen to you and your paper if 
you were in Russia and criticised their country 
and their leaders. You'd be shot or be shipped 
to a slave labor camp. You should appreciate 
America which gave freedom and op ortunity 
to imigrants (sic!) from all lands. e can't 
understand people who down grade America or 
its freedom and Constitution. Do you think 
a have forgotten the murder of thousands 
of Hungarian freedom fighters and the millions 
of Ukraines (sic!) starved and murdered and the 
millions of political prisoners in the slave labor 
camps in Siberia and millions held captive in 
the sattelite (sic!) countries. I can see the 
purpose of your magazine is to brainwash the 
uninformed and to give aid and comfort to the 
enemy of freedom. Only the atheist and the 
agnostic could fall for the commie line. 


Escondido, 
MR. and MRS. J. A. BRUNO. 
* = 


WHERE ARE THOSE 1,000 PEOPLE? 

I am enclosing a contribution to your publi- 
cation fund. After reading your letter to Mr. 
Burton H. Wolfe in The Californian (see No- 
vember issue of The Californian), I have become 
even more enthusiastic about your magazine. 
Surely there are a thousand people in this 
country who will contribute to The Minority of 
One. It must be kept up! 

‘. F N. KLEMME. 


Kiel, Wisc. 
THAT RARE ARTICLE: HONESTY 

Not being much of a writer but claiming to be 
somewhat of an idealist and humanist, may I 
say that I agree with the greater part of TMO. 
Having lived well over half a century, most of 
that time in the U.S.A., I have seen and ex- 
perienced many of the problems you write 
about, but never have I read or listened to 
reasoning nearer my own than that of your 
articles. Over the years I had to conclude that 
American society as it has been for far too 
many years cannot achieve honesty as defined 
in Webster's dictionary. The masses have _be- 
come saturated with poisons that dulled their 
senses. My means are too modest to support 
your paper the way I would wish to. The few 
gift subscriptions I am enclosing will help in a 
small way to broaden the circulation 0 our 
honest effort to bring sanity to at least those 
people who will read The Minority of One. 

Cleveland, Ohio. t T. ADIE 
OF WHAT HE IS ASHAMED 

I would like to add my own contribution of 
what I am ashamed: American organizations 
such as Minority of One, Inc., that sell out the 
interests of this beloved country to expouse 
(sic!) the interests of a mad oe such as Castro. 

Pomona, Calif. | ‘ K IN GOSSETT. 
QUITE A DIFFERENT REASON FOR 
BEING ASHAMED 

This is what I am ashamed of: the American 
Legion of Hamilton County, Ohio, for allowing 
one of its officials, Neil atterman, to violate 
the principle of free speech_by causing the can- 
cellation of an address by Dr. Linus Pauling. 

Gray, Ga. i RUSSELL GREE 
THE MINORITY OF 1001 

There is no way for me to deliver to you words 
of my admiration for your work. It is unique in 
intelligent presentation, content, format. If you 
could only be muliplied to 1001, I feel there 
would yet be hope for America. 

Baltimore, Md. | MADALYN MURRAY 


WHAT MAKES THE CRIMINAL TICK 
While on a visit to my friends in Washington, 
. C. I noted an old issue of TMO, to which 
I wish to subscribe. Among other items that 
attracted my attention in that particular issue, 
there was an article: concerning the late C. 
A - ing Ghost ig Ch MS ee ete be 
ccusing ost Oo: essman’’, mber 
—g I say that while I do 
not wholly agree that this man was society’s 
— chance to gain the inside track on what 
makes the criminal tick, neither will I along 
with capital punishment nor the opinions ex- 
pressed by those self-righteous souls who them- 
selves are responsible for the Chessmans of this 


world. 

Made ~ - getting into a whole rigamarole 
about that responsibility and aware that thou- 
sands of others have failed to stop_ official 
‘Justice’ from being carried out. I will close 
with the hope of seeing your publication arriv- 
ing soon and with the anticipation of an in- 
tellectual effort to read and poner over it. 

Worcester, Mass. MAURICE S, LUBIN. 

a s s 


A BARGAIN... 

Anyone who has the knowledge, willingness 
and courage to print “‘the truth, the whole truth 
and nothing but the truth’’ deserves support. 
Where else can one get this for any amount of 


money? 
St. Petersburg, Fla. 
CHARLES LAWRENCE. 


GREECE AND HUNGARY 


In several references to the American con. £ 


demnation of Russia’s action in suppressing th 
Hungarian revolt you never referred. to our ow. 
occupation of and en into the civil war in 


Greece. John Gunther his book ‘‘Behind the — 
Iron Curtain’’ describes the situation there in 
x I quote some paragraphs from that 
book t to my knowledge have never been 
refuted: ‘‘this is not mere y a Greek war but 
an American war. It is the Americans who make 


it possible to fight it. Athens is almost lik 
American armed reek 


citadel and neither the Greek © 


army nor Government could survive 
without aid—concrete military aid—from t 
United States. Not one American in a thousand 
has any conception of the extent of the American 
commitment Greece, the immensity of the 
contribution and the dilemma into which we 
have plunged ourselves. It will be a shock to 
most Americans to learn that Greece is, as of 
this moment, just as completely an American 
puppet as Bulgaria, say, is a Russian puppet. 
-_. . It. is American money that is keeping 
Greece alive. American officers actually on the 
spot are in virtual command of the Greek army. 

or another thing, final authority over high 

olicy rests just as much, if not more, in the 
hands of the American Congress in Washington 
as in the Greek Parliament.’’ 

“The n thing to say in conclusion is that 
Greece, at the moment has very little to do with 
Greece. e, in the United States are not in 
Greece primarily for the sake of the Greeks, but 
for the sake of ourselves. Greece has become a 
client state.’’ 

In another passage Gunther mentions an off 
shore island in Greece where 15,000 Greek youths 
are in a concentration camp for refusing to 
serve in the army and fight fellow Greeks. In an- 
other concentration camp were, at the time, 18,- 

Greek prisoners held as traitors serving the 
partisans. In one day in 1948, 140 of these pri- 
soners were shot and hardly a day passed during 
Gunther's stay when one or more were not exe- 
cuted. This must have been done with_ the 
knowledge and consent of U. S. officialdom there. 
The partisans whom we were called upon to 
fight were, of course, the former guerillas who 
had done the most in resisting German occupa- 
tion and who naturally opposed the return of 
the monarchy. Most of them were probably com- 
munists or pro-communists but Gunther says 
that they were getting little or no help from 
Russia or her allies. Tito had at one time sup- 

lied arms but this was discontinued when 
merican troops arrived. 

Orange, EDWARD FLORANCE 


ABOUT THE “FREEDOM” FIGHTING 
HUNGARIANS 
to take a little nip at Mr. Edward 


letter in the December 1960 issue of — 


I wis 
Speyer’s 
TMO. Having been too busy during the past 79 
= = phy Bg Bg traveling, I can 
only refer ose rs) 
which I am sort of familiar, namely the Hun- 
garian question. 

As an ex-Hungarian whose several fore-fathers 
have fought and bled in different wars the Hun- 
garian nation was constantly engaging in, it is 
my personal feeling that in 1956 they could have 
avoided the slaughter were it not for their spe- 
cial ailment of insisting upon constant warfare. 
Were it not for that malady they could have 
also avoided their 1914 bedevilment, taking a hint 
from their Bohemian neighbors and refusing to 
go along with their ertswhile enemy, the Aus- 
trians, in a bloody attempt to finish up the hated 
Serbians. The Bohemians having stood aside 
did receive at Versailles the Carpathian region 
and the upper parts of Hungray. After World 
War I the Hungarians once more bet on the 
wrong horse, producing a government that joined 
up with Hitler, persecuted and killed Jews, etc. 

hat type of government would the Hungar- 
ians produce if full independence were given to 
them? Who would be their leaders? Can they 
truly divorce themselves from the old Hungarian 
habit of bellicosity? I am raising these questions 
even though my grandfather has fought under 
Louis Kossuth (and came back partly crippled) 
in 1848, and my own father did the same (also 
got wounded) in the 1860’ when he helped the 
Austrians chase the remnants of the hated Turks 
out of the southern provinces of Bosnia Herce- 
govina and Dalmatia, and before them my great- 


great-great-father helped Maria Theresa do some 
more Hungarian fighting. 
If Mr. Speyer ll carefully read the articles 


in the December 1960 issue of The Minority of 
One, I am certain, that he will find perfect an- 
swers to all the causes of his puzzlement. 


ta Monica, if. 
SAMUEL SLOAN, Att’y at Law 
= * + 


OUR POWER ELITE NEEDS THE 
COMMUNISTS... 

I was particularly pleased with your October 
1960 issue’s lead article “A New ar Admin- 
istration’’. Your analysis of our war economy 
makes it evident that the dominant sections of 
our indu: need, for their own survival, just 
such a source of tension as the Soviet Union 
presents. Were the Soviet Union to collapse, and 
with it the exaggerated military threat asso- 
ciated with it, our ‘“‘healthy’’ war economy would 
expire. If one further imagines the economy of 
Russia and Eastern Europe freed not only m 
their own arms burden but also from the Soviet 
bureaucratic paralysis, one begins to appreciate 
that no matter how American capitalism may 
ry out against the menace of communism, blus- 


¢ : 
ter about liberation and arrange incidents along © 


the periphery of the Soviet bloc, it will not 
take any step to undermine Soviet hegemony. 
The cold war is a farce designed to ju 
tinued American arms expenditure 

New York, N. Y. ELTZER 


his letter with © 


con- | 
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OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON UN- 
ICAN ACTIVITIES for releasing a 9) 
ed and tendentiously “doctored” _ ti 
Operation Abolition, of the dem-— 
nstrations against that committee dur- 
: its ee in San Francisco last 








— THE .DEMOCRATIC AND REPUB- 
_UCAN HEADQUARTERS for their elec- — § 
_ tion frauds as contended in their ex- 
change of accusations to this effect. 


D> OF DEAN ACHESON, former Secre- 
tary of State, for advocating an official 
partition of China by establishing _ an 
independent state in Formosa. 


I > OF DR. ROBERT STOLAR, Washing- 
ton, D. C. dermatologist, for bringing 
Uncle's Tom’ism to scientific perfect 
_ by chemically changing the sk 
some Negroes so that they can 
as “superior” whites, and thereby act- 
ing in accordance with the — 
Laws in reverse. 


> OF THE AMERICAN MEDICAL ASso- 

_CIATION’S House of Delegates for 
scheming to prevent medical aid to the 
aged at its recent conference. 


OF CONGRESSMEN CHARLES gs 
HALLECK, HOWARD W. SMITH AND 
‘WILLIAM M. COLMER for their leader- 
ship in establishing a reactionary con- 
gressional coalition of right wing R 

_publicans and Southern Democrats. 


> OF THE NATIONAL “COUNCIL’s OF 
CHURCHES Department of the Church _ 
and Economic Life for furthering fas- 
cism in America by advocating the 
abolishment of strikes as the siaeooke s 
‘privilege. 
Bh OF THE REFUSAL TO REVIEW the 


case of Dr. Willard Uphaus by the ma- 
jority of the U. S. Supreme Court. 

















The Dollar and Nuclear NATO (Continued from Page 1) 




















the cold war, an eventuality not less than 
dreaded by der Alte. 

American demands that Bonn become a 
major financier of the cold war, thereby 
helping to ease the drain on the dollar, 
are not made in the name of international 
niceties or gratitude for past American aid. 
We would not turn to relatively pros- 
perous London, for instance, for a sub- 
stantial increase in cold war financing, 
because our threat to abolish some of the 
cold war apparatus might be received 
there not as a threat at all but as an over- 
due blessing. West German political sen- 
timents vary greatly from those of other 
Western nations, and the American Ad- 
ministration is relying on those sentiments 
to save the soundness of the dollar. The 
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only possible inducement for West Ger- 
many to assume multi-billion dollar com- 
mitments for the cold war is by presenting 
this as the price for the continuation of 
American unconciliatory policies vis-a-vis 
the Soviet Union. Whatever financial 
obligations Bonn eventually assumes will 
be in payment of that West German de- 
sired course in American foreign policy. 
As a part of the bargaining process 
between Washington and Bonn, the Amer- 
ican Administration attempts to appear 
as if its commitment to the nuclear arming 
and independence of NATO were not 
final, while Adenauer calls Washington's 
bluff by giving his blessings to a Kennedy- 
Khrushchev meeting. In effect Adenauer 
is saying to Washington: ‘‘That pressure 


not work, gentlemen. 


finance the cold war. 


you pretend otherwise." 


But the Pentagon is not deprived of 
effective means of persuasion. 


The American Administration is about 
to pursue a two-cornered diplomatic ma- 
neuver. While Bonn will be ‘‘threatened” 
with a thaw in the cold war unless it 
agrees to finance it substantially, the other 
NATO powers will be coerced into accept- 
ing strategic nuclear means for NATO with 
the threat of some kind of bi-lateral Amer- 
ican-German nuclear partnership. While 
these powers may have great misgivings 
about the independent nuclear role of a 
NATO under factual German hegemony, 
they would prefer it over the prospect of 


a Germany as the sole continental nuclear © 


power. French Premier Debre’s desperate 
struggle for an independent French nuclear 
arm is stimulated primarily by the prospect 
of a Germany commanding nuclear de- 
vices under the NATO or any other um- 
brella. 


Germany is rapidly growing again into 
a power feared by all other European na- 
tions. There is a fallacy in presenting 
NATO as a fully integrated international 
force. Largely it remains a supra-national 
coordinating command of individual na- 
tional forces. As long as this is the situa- 
tion, each of its members is free to decide 
to continue or to withdraw its cooperation. 
NATO was not, for instance, sufficiently 
integrated to prevent President de Gaulle's 
private disposition of French contingents 
that had been under its command. A 
nuclear NATO force could hardly be more 
homogeneous. It too would remain sub- 
ject to national partitioning. It is this 
loophole which makes West Germany sup- 
port the NATO build up so fervently. They 
use it as a vehicle for a build up of Ger- 
man military forces knowing full well that 


the eventual conversion of their NATO — 
contingents into a strictly German national ~ 


force will be subject to no more than their 
government's decision. In fact, with the 
growing neutralist sentiment in Great 
Britain and elsewhere the day may come 
when the United States itself will promote 
such a conversion. 


Giving West Germany nuclear devices, 
whether within the NATO framework or 
under some form of American-German 


deal, will be tantamount to throwing away ~ 


the key to serious detente negotiations 
and thereby guaranteeing the continuation 
of the cold war. It will be a final repudi- 


ation of disarmament and disengagement |” 
even as a potential alternative to the © 


prevailing perils of the international real- 
ity. 


eventuality looms up: war itself. 
Dec. 2, 1960. 


you are attempting to apply on us does ~ 
| know I can trust © 
the incoming American Administration to — 
avoid an accommodation with Khrushchey, © 
irrelevant of how much or how little we ~ 
You may even go ~ 
ahead and talk to Khrushchev; we don't — 
scare, we know you don't mean it even if — 


It will be the completion of a cold i 
war diplomacy beyond which only one © 
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